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1. Introduction 
In recent years there has been a rising interest in oversea land investments in which media, 
international organizations, and academic research increasingly draw attention to the extent and 
implications of these investments in developing countries. It is difficult to establish the exact scale 
and scope due to the lack of reliable empirical evidence, however, there is a general agreement that 
foreign investments in land have risen significantly and seem likely to continue to do so.  
 
The development takes place in response to several factors, including commodity price 
volatility, worries about food security and the increasing demand for biofuels, spurred in part 
by EU’s 10 percent target for renewable energy in transports by 2020 (European Commission, 
2007). The increased demand for renewable energy is a response to an energy crisis as well as 
a desire to reduce dependence on Middle Eastern oil, and thus the promotion of biofuels 
constitutes an important strategy in the energy policy of many Western countries (Borras et 
al., 2011: 2). According to EU, biofuels are essential in meeting the challenges of oil 
dependency and the need for decarbonisation, and are at the core of its energy policy 
regarding transport (European Commission, 2010). 
The boom in land investments has led to what could be referred to as a “rediscovery” of the 
agricultural sector (Deininger et al., 2011: xxv), but with little and disputed empirical data, opinions 
on the outcome and implications are divided: States, corporations, civil society and rural social 
movements view both biofuels and subsequent land investments differently (Borras et al., 2011:10). 
On the one hand many studies point out that land investments have severe economic, social and 
environmental impacts on the host country, which include deteriorated environmental conditions 
and loss of livelihood and identity for locals. Some skeptics describe recent land investments as “a 
form of ‘neo-colonialism’” (FOEE, 2010:8), arguing that the ‘energy transition’ represents 
unsustainable short-term responses and that the land should instead be used for local food 
production to provide food security (Borras et al., 2011:4). On the other hand, there are various 
studies that reflect the win-win narrative and stress the fact that biofuel production presents a route 
to transforming energy-use patterns in a way that can contain environmental concerns (Borras et al., 
2011: 2). Additionally, they regard it as an opportunity to reverse long-standing underinvestment in 
agriculture and establish a long-term relationship, which benefits both parts and provide an engine 
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for economic growth and development of rural areas (OECD, 2008:49; Cotula et al., 2009:5; and 
Deininger et al., 2011:xxv).   
Although these different views could be categorized as either positive or negative, various 
complexities are identified in the debate. One dilemma is between the need to address climate 
change and the impact that these efforts have on people and the environment in developing 
countries. While biofuels may contribute to reach targets for greenhouse gas mitigation, the demand 
for farmland and the means taken to meet this demand are somewhat more questionable, making the 
debate revolving around biofuels very interesting. 
 
In the terminology applied, different views are implicit: “Land grabbing”, “land acquisition”, 
“land transfers”, and “land deals” all refer to land investments, however, they are applied 
according to positions on the topic. Depending on one’s position, different impacts, be 
negative or positive, are stressed. A land deal can be seen as an opportunity to spur economic 
growth by creating jobs and from another view be claimed to cause displacement of 
indigenous populations and loss of livelihood. The choice of emphasis depends on what is 
most important to the scholar, organization or media dealing with the specific case, and thus 
examining land investments requires much attention and emphasis on the source of 
information and its potential bias.  
Because the empirical evidence is so scarce, the debate is often theoretical and characterized by 
preconceived perceptions (Deininger, 2011: 217). The different opinions reflect not only different 
actors in society with different interests to accommodate, but also contending positions in 
development thinking in general. In this way opinions on land investments may serve as an 
indicator for identifying different development practices and their underlying ideological grounds, 
making these opinions particularly interesting to examine.  
 
The 10 % target on biofuels in transport set in the Renewable Energy Directive [RED] is a 
product of a legislative procedure dating back to the public consultation in 2007, in which also 
the development of the sustainability criteria was initiated (European Commission, 2009:2). 
Since demand was not likely to be satisfied by internal production alone, the targets on 
biofuels set by the EU have had, as anticipated, a direct positive influence on the amount of 
imported biofuels to the EU: “…it is both likely and desirable that the target will in fact be met 
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through a combination of domestic production and imports (European Union, 2009:18). 
Anticipating that targets would partially be met through imports from developing countries, 
places higher demands on the development of proper legislation measures to ensure the 
sustainability of the biofuel production. The following quote from the EU biofuel strategy on 
social effects related to biofuel production suggests that EU was prepared to meet those 
demands. “These concerns need specific investigation and quantification and, if necessary, 
should be addressed through strong regulatory frameworks” (European Commission, 2006:7). 
It then becomes interesting to examine whether these demands are a part of the final 
sustainability criteria and whether the complexities of the debate on biofuels and land 
investments are to be found in the legislation process.    
On this basis, the following research question has been developed:  
1.1 Research Question 
What are the main positions in the current debate regarding biofuel production and foreign land 
investments in developing countries, and how are these present in the sustainability criteria on 
biofuels in EU’s Renewable Energy Directive? 
1.2 Project outline 
Before examining the research question, the following chapter ‘Context’ describes some of the 
important concepts and developments that relate to the abovementioned debate. Hereafter, the 
empirical material and the theoretical framework are presented in the chapter ‘Methodology’.   
The first part of the research question is dealt with in chapter ‘Contending views on foreign land 
investments and biofuels’, in which the different views are examined and positioned in relation to 
one another according to their opinions on selected issues. The analysis is structured on the basis of 
the theoretical framework where a set of parameters referring to four policy areas is developed. 
After the examination of the selected actors’ opinions within each policy area, the identified 
positions are discussed in connection to concepts from general theory on economic development 
and environmental management. Finally in this chapter some concluding remarks are presented, 
comparing the positions and reflecting on the role of the empirical evidence and the theoretical 
approach.  
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Answering the second part of the research question, the EU policies on the sustainability of biofuels 
are examined and compared with the positions identified in the current debate. Throughout the 
second analysis the empirical material is assessed in the light of the complexities of the current 
debate regarding environmental and socio-economic issues. In this report, the term socioeconomic 
refers to the social implications that an economic transformation may imply in developing 
countries. In order to assess how the positions are present in the sustainability criteria, this analysis 
is structured into four sections. First the policy process of the biofuel targets and sustainability 
criteria are introduced. Subsequently the public consultation in 2007 is examined through the 
stakeholder contributions, as this is presumed to portray the different views of the debate. Then 
these findings are compared with the final criteria to investigate the influence of the stakeholder 
contributions, and finally, the sustainability criteria themselves are examined in relation to the 
concept of sustainability. Having analyzed the presence of the positions identified in the first 
analysis, the last chapter reflects on the findings.  
In the conclusion key findings are summarized and answering the two parts of the research question 
will jointly provide an assessment of the relationship between the issues of biofuels and land 
investments in the current debate and how the EU is handling these issues.  
 
2. Context 
2.1 The drivers behind land investments and the EU policy processes 
In this rapidly globalizing world, which entails a closer integration of countries and people, brought 
about by an enormous reduction in costs of transportation and communication, land demands are to 
an increasing extent driven by demands for products from distant places in the global economy 
(Stiglitz, 2002). The volume of international investment in agricultural land has increased globally 
through so-called land deals in which foreign countries and private companies buy or lease the right 
to use foreign farmland (Cotula et al., 2009). 
The development takes place in response to several factors, including commodity price 
volatility, worries about food security and the increasing demand for biofuels. The 2006–08 
price shock and the period of relatively high and volatile prices that followed, led to a strong 
supply response in many countries. A “rediscovery” of the agricultural sector by different 
types of investors and a wave of interest in land acquisitions in developing countries took 
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place, reversing long-standing underinvestment in agriculture (Deininger et al., 2011: XXV; 
FAO, 2011:2). Countries experiencing high population growth rates, such as China and India, 
as well as land-scarce countries, such as the Gulf-states, are also driven to acquire farmland 
overseas to secure food and feed supply in the future (von Braun et al., 2009:1). Finally, 
increased demand for biofuel crops, as a response to an energy price shock as well as a desire 
by many particular Western countries to reduce dependence on Middle Eastern oil and to 
combat climate change, is also identified as responsible for a part of the recent rising land 
acquisitions in developing countries. The EU transport sector alone is 98 percent dependent 
on fossil fuels, much of it imported, and thus extremely vulnerable to market disturbance 
(Borras et al., 2011:19; von Braun et al., 2009:1). Promotion of biofuels therefore constitutes 
an important strategy in the energy policy of many Western countries: In 2007, the Bush 
administration introduced corn ethanol target for 2017 and the European Union matched this 
with a 10 per cent target for renewable energy in the transport sector for 2020 (Borras et al., 
2011:3).  
 
It is expected that 90 percent of the increase of CO2 emissions between 1990 and 2010 was 
attributable to transport. Moreover, energy accounts for 80 percent of all greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions in the EU. These mentioned sustainability problems in the transport and 
energy sectors have become an argument for prioritizing biofuels in EU policy (Franco et al., 
2010:662-663). But the available arable land in the EU is not sufficient to produce all the 
biofuels that the targets demands (European Union, 2009:18), hence the EU is outsourcing 
some of its biofuel production to the global south, making the policy highly contentious 
regarding socio-economic and environmental impacts (Franco et al., 2010:161). 
    
The promotion and use of biofuels date back to the early twentieth century, although large-scale use 
did not start until the 1970s. In the 1990s the EU member countries initiated their radical expansion 
in Europe (Rosillo-Calle et al., 2010:1): Biofuels was first mentioned as a potential energy source in 
the 1997 White Paper 'Energy for the future: Renewable sources of energy' and subsequently in the 
2000 Green Paper 'Towards a European strategy for the security of energy supply', in which the role 
of biofuels in future fuel supply became increasingly important. In 2003 the 'Directive on the 
promotion of the use of biofuels or other renewable fuels for transport' (2003/30/EC) outlined 
concrete targets on biofuels. Later on, in 2006, the European Commission launched a strategy for 
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biofuels, 'Communication from the Commission - an EU Strategy for Biofuels (COM (2006)0034), 
which among other things aimed at exploring and promoting opportunities for production of 
biofuels in developing countries (Thuijl and Deurwaarder, 2006). 
 
In 2007 a public consultation among private businesses, interest groups, NGOs, etc. (appendix 4a,b 
& c) was initiated, and in 2008 a legislative proposal was based on these. With the endorsement by 
the European Council and Parliament it led to the 'Renewable Energy Directive' (2009/28/EC) in 
2009. The Renewable Energy Directive establishes a common legislative framework, in which 
targets on renewable energy in the transport sector are set, including a number of sustainability 
criteria (European Commission, 2010).  
2.2 Why the global south?   
Although the main reason for increased land investments appears to be demand-driven, it is 
however important to note that the host countries also play a role in facilitating the foreign 
investments. Because the agricultural sector in many developing countries is in critical need 
of capital, a number of countries are making great efforts to attract investments to exploit 
‘surplus’ land currently unused or underutilized (Hallam, 2009:1, FAO, 2009:1). Even in 
private investment projects, governments play a role through national legislation in home and 
host states and through framework government-to-government agreements, such as bilateral 
investment treaties (BITs) and cooperation agreements in agriculture (Cotula et al., 2009:29).  
Information about international investments in agriculture is scarce and sketchy and the 
available data is not sufficiently detailed to determine just how much international 
investments in agriculture have increased and how it diverge from earlier experiences 
(Hallam, 2009:2; FAO, 2009:1). It can, however, be established that recent investments differ 
from past trends because they involve new types of investors and focuses disproportionately 
on African countries where outside demand for investments have traditionally been low: 
Countries that are most attractive to investors are predominantly land abundant nations with 
weak land governance, e.g. fairly abundant nonforested, noncultivated land with agricultural 
potential and poorer records of formally recognized rural land tenure (Deininger et al., 2011: 
xxxi-xxxii). The narratives of idle, unused or underutilized land are often applied to justify the 
appropriation of land for new investments; however, studies show that areas referred to as 
unused or underutilized are often valuable common property resources generating 
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livelihoods for the poor. This tendency to neglect customary rights derives from a legal 
framework inherited from colonial days that presumes any unclaimed or unregistered land to 
be “empty” and thus available (Borras et al., 2011:7; Deininger et al., 2011:99; Feder et al.,: 
1987:163; Hallam, 2009:1).  
 
2.3 The investors and the process 
While food and energy security are key drivers of government-backed agricultural 
investment, private sector involvement seems mainly profit-driven. With agricultural 
commodity prices rising, the acquisition of land for agricultural production (whether for 
biofuels or other agricultural commodities) is an increasingly attractive option. These 
investments are driven by the expectation of returns in agriculture over the longer term 
(Cotula et al., 2009:56). In many parts of the world, particularly Africa, land is very cheap and 
with productive land increasingly, the relative value of land is likely to increase, which creates 
expectations of returns not only from the profitability of agriculture, but also from increases 
in land values per se (Cotula et al., 2009:57-58).  
 
Land deals involve at least two parties: On the one side is an acquirer, generally a private 
company or a foreign government, and on the other side of the deal is a land provider, either a 
government or, much more rarely, a private land-owner. It is not, however, as simple as this 
suggests: “Each deal involves multiple contracts and legal instruments, from a framework 
agreement outlining the key features of the overall deal, whereby the host government, among 
other things, commits itself to making the land available to the investor, through to more specific 
instruments (contractual or otherwise) that actually transfer the land” (Cotula et al., 2009:65). 
3. Methodology  
The following chapter is divided into three sections: First, the overall structure of the report is 
described, next, the empirical material is presented and finally the theoretical framework is 
accounted for, in which we describe our theoretical approach and the development of our 
theoretical framework and parameters.  
 
 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
11 
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3.1 The process 
We started out with an explorative empirical and theoretical reading process on land 
investments and biofuel production in developing countries and on economic development 
and environment theories more generally. Based on this reading some developed abstract 
guidelines that delimited our research area were developed. The 
guidelines constituted the important aspects that different actors in 
the debate focused on and were thereby a focus point for the different 
positions on foreign land investments in developing countries. This 
enabled us to center our exploration and examination of empirical 
material on the specific areas; economy, state, society and 
environment.  
 
This selection of empirical material is in a way partly spurred by the 
initial guidelines and partly the product of a methodological selection 
process based on credibility, representativity etc., which is elaborated 
on in the following section. With a limited set of empirical material and 
concrete theoretical knowledge we were able to concretize the initial 
guidelines into specific parameters to structure our first analysis in 
chapter 4.  
 
In this first analysis the empirical materials are reports and policy 
statement from a series of relevant actors that are examined on the 
basis of their opinions through the different parameters. Besides from constituting the basis 
of the parameters, the theoretical concepts are further used to discuss the general positions 
that are identified in the analysis. We then found it interesting to investigate how this debate 
is reflected in the policies implemented by the EU, as the EU has played a decisive role in the 
promotion of biofuel production.  
 
Ahead of the Renewable Energy Directive was a process of public consultation, in which 
various stakeholders contributed with their opinions about the sustainability of biofuels. Our 
strategy was therefore to examine these stakeholder contributions in the same way as we had 
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done with the actors in the previous analysis, assuming that there would be a clear 
correspondence between the opinions presented in the two sets of empirical material; the 
reports in the general debate and the stakeholder contributions. However, after having 
examined the contributions the connection was more difficult to establish than firstly 
presumed and a direct comparison could thus not be made. 
 
Consequently, based on the stakeholder contributions and other documents related to the 
public consultation on biofuels held in 2007, as well as different official documents published 
by the EU institutions, the examination of the policy process is now centered on an 
explanation of this incongruence and a discussion on the relation to the final sustainability 
criteria.   
3.2 Empirical material  
As the research question suggests, the report is divided into two analyses each seeking to 
answer a part of the research question and as a result there are also two sets of empirical 
material. This section accounts for the selection and processing of these two sets of empirical 
material.  
3.2.1 Selection and processing of material in the first analysis ‘Contending views on 
foreign land investments and biofuels’ 
In the first analysis the selected empirical material refers to the documents produced by 
different actors taking part in the debate on land investments and biofuels. In the initial 
explorative research, which was at the same time a process of delimitation, some abstract 
guidelines were developed including:  
 
i. What are the important policy areas concerning land investments and biofuel production in 
developing countries? 
ii. On which issues does this literature present divergent opinions and on which issues do some 
opinions converge? 
The material was moreover selected on the basis of the following criteria: 
i. The reports should represent the latest research and thus be no older than 3-4 years    
ii. The actors should represent different stakeholders from various positions in society, and the 
different views expressed should likewise represent all opinions in the debate, preferably 
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Non-Governmental Organizations 
 Oxfam International 2008: Another Inconvenient 
Truth. 
 
 Friends of the Earth Europe (FOEE) 2010: Africa: up 
for grabs. 
 
 GRAIN 2008: Seized! The 2008 land grab for food and 
financial security. 
 
 Oakland Institute 2010: (Mis)investment in 
agriculture. 
 
Research organizations 
 Institute for European Environmental Policy 2011: 
Anticipated Indirect Land Use Change Associated with 
Expanded Use of Biofuels and Bioliquids in the EU – An 
Analysis of the National Renewable Energy Action 
Plans. 
 
Interest groups 
 European Biodiesel Board (EBB) 2008: EBB position 
paper on the EU Commission’s proposal for a new 
Directive on Renewable Energies revising Directive 
2003/30 on the Promotion of Biofuels. 
 
 International Federation of Agricultural Producers 
(IFAP) 2010: Farmers are key partners in sustainable 
development. 
 
 Via Campesina 2009: Industrial Agrofuels Fuel Hunger 
and Poverty. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
International financial institutions 
 World Bank (Deininger et al.) 2011: Rising Global 
Interest in Farmland. Can it yield sustainable and 
equitable benefits? 
 
International organizations 
 United Nations Conference on Trade and Development 
(UNCTAD) 2009: World Investment Report 2009. 
 
 Round Table on Sustainable Development (RTSD) 2007: 
Biofuels: Is the cure worse than the disease? 
 
 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
(FAO), International Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD) & International Institute for Environment and 
Development (IIED) 2009: Land grab or development 
opportunity? 
 
Academic articles 
The Journal of Humanitarian Assistance: 
 Logan Cochrane 2011: Food Security or Food 
Sovereignty: The Case of Land Grabs 
 
The Journal of Peasant Studies: 
 Klaus Deininger 2011: Challenges posed by the new 
wave of farmland investment. 
 
The Journal of Peasant Studies: 
 Olivier De Schutter 2011: How not to think of land-
grabbing: three critiques of large-scale investments in 
farmland. 
 
with more than one actor expressing the same opinion, as this heightens the credibility of the 
argument.  
iii. The documents should express an explicit opinion on the issue backed by substantial 
arguments, and as far s possible reflect the official opinion of the actor in question
1
 
iv. The empirical background in the various reports should be accounted for 
The reports outlined in figure 2 below were selected based on these criteria as well as on the 
abstract guidelines from the above. It is important to note that the documents do not 
necessarily reflect all aspects of how the actors position themselves on the issue of foreign 
land investments and biofuels; opinions expressed in other publications by the respective 
actors are not included and considered in the analysis. Instead, as the criteria in the above 
suggest, we expect to find a correlation between the selected publication and the opinion of 
the actor in general, and thus references to the actual reports and the actors who have 
published them are used interchangeably.    
Figure 2: 
                                                        
1
 In the case of UN this was a bit difficult due to its multiple organs with different areas of interests (for example FOA 
and UNCTAD). 
List of Reports on Foreign Land Investment and Biofuels 
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The actors are divided into groups according to the nature of their stakeholder position. The 
two groups ‘International financial institutions’ and ‘International organizations’ represent 
the so-called policy establishment and are sources of major influence with access to a lot of 
knowledge. Their documents are both based on vast empirical data and because of the 
leverage and relations to national governments these institutions are seen as credible. Much 
of the same can be said about the group ‘Research organizations’, although influence may be 
more limited. For example in the report by IEEP, in which the tone and register of the report 
appears to a greater extend formal and factual, i.e. the statements presented are based purely 
upon calculations, applying a wide range of figures and schedules to illustrate these, as well as 
clearly stating the methodological approach of the research (Bowyer, 2011: 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13). 
The stakeholder category ‘academic articles’ likewise enjoys great credibility, particularly in 
the case of The Journal of Peasant Studies that is peer reviewed. Regarding the NGO’s, their 
credibility may not be as significant in terms of size, power or scientific calculations, however 
they represent people, and thus their credibility lies in the fact that their interests go beyond 
themselves and that their empirical basis often is in-depth and context-specific. At the same 
time the NGO’s selected here are characterized by either representing many smaller 
organizations (Oxfam International & Friends of the Earth Europe) or have done extensive 
and pioneering empirical research on the area (GRAIN). A problem connected to this 
stakeholder position is however that their dedication to a specific subject is not always 
accompanied by documentation. In the case of Friends of the Earth Europe, the arguments 
that ‘land grabbing’ is “a form of neo-colonialism”, are backed by references to “Scientists and 
international institutions ” and “Although information is limited (…) there is growing evidence 
that (…)” (FOEE, 2010: 4) and not any specific empirical material.  
  
The interest groups are, as their name suggests, quite focused on their interests, because their 
existence rely on member contributions. These interest groups are the least credible 
stakeholder group in terms of neutral and empirical backed statements. However, their goal is 
to make influence for their members and they do not in principle hide their goals, adding to 
their credibility. At the same time, they potentially possess a large knowledge base through 
their tight relations to members. In relation to the International Federation of Agricultural 
Producers this credibility can however be contested in relation to their representative status. 
IFAP states that they represent members from both industrialized and developing countries, 
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however since the foundation in 1946 and until 20082 the presidency has been held by people 
from developed countries only and looking at the origin of the different secretary generals 
similarly shows an overrepresentation of Western countries (IFAP, 2010b).  
 
3.2.2 Selection and processing of material in the second analysis ‘Presence of 
contending positions in the EU sustainability criteria’ 
In the second analysis the empirical material is constituted by documents related to the public 
consultation ‘Biofuel Issues in the New Legislation on the Promotion of Renewable Energy 
16/05/2007-18/06/2007’, and other official documents from the EU institutions, of which the 
most important for our analysis is the ‘Renewable Energy Directive’ (RED) 2009/28/EC 
(appendix 1).  
  
The documents related to the public consultation consist of both the questionnaire, developed 
by the Commission (appendix 2), and the stakeholder contributions. In the questionnaire, the 
Commission asks four main questions about: i) the sustainability system for biofuels, ii) the 
monitoring of effects on land use iii) the use of second generation biofuels and iv) further 
action in relation to reach a 10 % biofuel share. Our focus is primarily on the first question, in 
which the Commission seeks comments on ‘the possible way forward’.    
 
In total, 249 questionnaires were returned to the EU and accessible from its website. 
However, some of the stakeholder contributions were not included here due to the following 
exclusion criteria: 
i. Quantitatively or qualitatively deficient answers, e.g. they did not write very much and/or 
the answers were not substantive by means of relevance, i.e. many “no comments” answers. 
ii. Insufficient information on the stakeholder, either because the website of the stakeholder 
was not available in English or the abbreviation of the stakeholder did not provide us with 
sufficient data to identify them.   
iii. Stakeholder contributions only representing one person, e.g. a student writing a master 
thesis on the topic of biofuels. Hence the entire category ‘citizens’, made by the EU, was not 
included. 
iv. Stakeholder contributions in other languages than English e.g. French, German, Spanish. 
                                                        
2
 Today Ajay Vashee from Zambia holds the title. 
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97 contributions on foreign languages and/or representing only one person were excluded. 
30 were excluded because of deficient answers or lack of information about the stakeholder. 
The remaining 122 stakeholder contributions constitute part of our empirical material in the 
second analysis.  
 
The stakeholder contributions were examined systematically identifying the full name of each 
stakeholder, the country of origin, their function/mission/cause, if any socio-economic 
concern was demonstrated, and if they accepted/denied the proposed sustainability criteria 
as a ‘possible way forward’. This identification of stakeholders is presented in appendix 3a, b 
& c.  
 
The EU’s categorizations of the stakeholder-contributions were: ‘Industry and Private Sector’, 
‘Non-Governmental Organizations’ and ‘Member States and Institutions’. Due to the vast 
amount of contributions, we further divided each category into sub-categories. The 
categorization of stakeholders is presented in appendix 4a, b & c. This categorization provides 
an overview of the distribution of the various stakeholder contributions, including the 
representation of the different groups and the diversity of the stakeholder landscape. 
Developing our own categorizations furthermore enable us to identify misplacement of 
stakeholder contributions made by the European Commission, which creates a more precise 
picture of the division of the stakeholders. E.g. many of the stakeholder contributions that 
were located in the ‘NGOs’ category, could not actually be classified as NGOs, as they represent 
an industry or private sector, i.e. the ‘stakeholder landscape’ was altered.   
 
Based on this identification and categorization, the information is processed, taking a 
quantitative approach, in order to grasp an overall picture of a rather complex set of data. As a 
result simple statistics and graphic illustrations are developed, specifically related to the 
topics mentioned above (see appendix 5). Due to the elimination criteria applied in the 
process of selecting the empirical material, the statistics developed are only based on a 
sample of the total stakeholder contributions. This may imply a misleading representation of 
the data, however, we do believe that developing statistics based on a sample made up of half 
of the total stakeholder contributions creates a representative picture, especially considering 
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the nature of the eliminated stakeholder contributions. In addition, the qualitative statistical 
overview is supplemented by qualitative examples of individual actors’ contributions.   
 
In addition to the examination of the stakeholder contribution we also conducted interviews 
with some of the stakeholders to provide us with 1) information on the way in which they 
participated in the public consultation, i.e. by invitation or own initiative, and 2) comments on 
how they regard the development of the debate from when they handed in their contribution 
to today. 
 
These efforts resulted in 4 interviews. Firstly, we spoke with Peter Willumsen from the Danish 
Energy Agency, who provided us with comments on the development of the debate. 
Concerning information on how they participated, he referred us to Hans Martin Kühl at the 
Danish Ministry of Climate and Energy. Ole Holm, Business Policy Manager at Danish 
Transport & Logistics Association, and Bente Hessellund Andersen, voluntary at NOAH 
(Friends of the Earth Denmark) provided us with answers to both our questions. During all 
four interviews we engaged in inspiring conversations with the stakeholders, providing us 
with useful information to supplement the stakeholder contributions in our analysis in section 
5.2.   
3.3 Theoretical framework 
In this section the theoretical framework developed in order to analyze our empirical material 
will be accounted for. First, reflection on the theoretical approach is outlined, drawing on 
work of Lund (2010) and Mouzelis (1995) on the role of theory in social sciences. 
Subsequently, the process of developing our theoretical framework is described, and finally 
the framework is presented.     
3.3.1 Theoretical approach 
Mouzelis (1995) argues that there exists two types of theory: “i) theory as a set of interrelated 
substantive statements trying to tell us something new (…) and ii) theory as a set of tools that 
simply facilitate, or prepare the ground for, the construction of substantive theory” (Mouzelis, 
1995: 1).  
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The first type of theory is generally applied to research, and confirmed or rejected by being 
held up against the empirical findings (Lund, 2010:26). The limitation is that, if the 
comparison is correct and the methodology is acceptable, it is not very interesting, as it 
merely reproduces old news and tries to establish universal linkages between variables even 
though their context may differ substantially (Mouzelis, 1995:2-3). It is important to note that 
it is the way theory is used and not the theory itself that determines to which group it belongs. 
For example, Marx’ theories on capitalism are developed on the basis of a set of conceptual 
tools which again are based on analyses of other scholars. In this way Marx builds his 
substantive theory by transforming the theories from other scholars into a conceptual 
framework according to the second distinction (Mouzelis, 1995:3). 
 
Had we in our work used theory according to the first description and approached the issue of 
land investments and positions on it according to, say, Dependency Theory, the aim of our 
report would have been to identify if oversea land investments are in fact an exploitation of 
developing countries and a new way that developed countries strengthen the economic 
dependency of developing countries on the former. The result would have been, not 
surprisingly, what the theory dictates, likewise with other theories. Thus it was decided to use 
a different approach to theory.  
 
We have applied what Mouzelis refers to as the second type of theory. Referring to Mouzelis, 
Lund (2010) explains: “The second type of theoretical construct is a set of conceptual tools 
which, rather than telling us anything substantive about the social world, suggests ways of 
approaching it” (Lund, 2010:26). According to Lund (2010), the value of this approach is 
measured by its ‘heuristic utility’, namely that what is interesting is not the statements that a 
theory provides, but the process towards those statements i.e. the questions that are asked 
and how these questions examine the empirical data (Lund, 2010:26-27). This is largely 
because social sciences, and indeed also development studies, are concerned with an object 
that changes over time (Lund, 2010:20). As Lund puts it: “Conceptual tools and incisive 
questions to investigate historical realities have a lot of mileage whereas the propositions of 
substantive theories have variable expiry dates and seem to have less new knowledge to offer out 
of their context (Lund, 2010:28). Studying a changing object like development, it is the 
questions that have been asked, not the often outdated answers that are interesting.  
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3.3.2 The development of the theoretical framework 
Our approach to theory in this report takes, as mentioned above, its point of departure in this 
second type of theory. We believe this approach is particularly relevant to us for at least two 
reasons: Firstly, large-scale land acquisitions, particularly in African countries, are by no 
means a new phenomenon and could be said to have similarities with the colonial era and the 
‘scramble for Africa’. In spite of this, we believe that a comparison to the current phenomenon 
would lack important contextual aspects such as the demand for renewable energy to combat 
climate change.  
 
Deininger et al. (2011:70) point out, that the recent wave of investments differs from past 
trends because it involves new types of investors and focuses mainly on countries that were 
not attractive targets earlier (although it is likely that this only refers to the developments 
that have taken place in recent history, i.e. after Bretton Woods. The present land acquisitions 
thus stand out both in qualitative and quantitative terms and hence there is a need for a 
heuristic approach to theory. Recent developments may differ from past trends but 
nevertheless have aspects in common with earlier experiences and thus different theories are 
suitable to guide us conceptually, as will be expanded on below.   
 
The second reason why Mouzelis’ second type of theory is particularly useful to apply in our 
work is that our aim is to analyze the different opinions in the prevailing land 
investment/biofuel debate and their underlying ideological grounds. Hence a set of 
preliminary statements on the causal relationship between land investments and some 
dependent variables is simply not satisfactory, as this would highlight certain views above 
others. According to the first type of theory in Mouzelis’ dichotomy, the positions that we 
identify in the following sections represent ideological interests, which in most cases are 
products of or reflect some sort of theoretical basis that their arguments are built upon. Thus, 
our framework is not founded in any specific substantive interpretation of theory. Using 
theory according to the second distinction we believe that we are able to distinguish how the 
important actors regarding land investments rely on different theoretical positions that form 
their substantive statements.  
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In practice, our approach to theory is demonstrated in two ways; through an extraction of 
useful concepts from different theoretical positions and through the discussion of these 
concepts in the light of our empirical knowledge and the mentioned theoretical positions. The 
extraction of concepts is explained below. The discussion of concepts is done in immediate 
continuation of the analysis ‘Contending views on foreign land investments and biofuels’ and 
implies more in-depth comments on the core theoretical ideas opposing each other.     
3.3.3 Extraction of useful concepts and the development of parameters 
In order to distinguish the different actors and their opinions on land investments from one 
another, conceptual means are established, which is done by, “asking theoretically interesting 
questions” (Mouzelis, 1995:9). In our case, these theoretically interesting questions have been 
developed through both our empirical and theoretical research. The empirical study has 
naturally influenced the development of these questions as the literature brings concrete 
insights into important aspects of oversea land investments and biofuels. Moreover, it should 
be noted that our extraction of knowledge from the empirical material has most likely been 
influenced by an initial interpretation and prejudices with regards to the theoretical basis 
described below. As a result, our questions are a product of a study on a very broad literature 
scope including empirical research, theoretical papers, policy-oriented reports etc. with 
foundation in various disciplines.  
 
Readings on economic and environmental theory have contributed to the ability to identify 
concepts that may be interpreted differently according to the theoretical basis of different 
actors. The theoretical input concerning economic development was initiated by inspirational 
readings, primarily provided by the syllabus from the seminar “Contending theories and 
strategies for inclusive development in a globalizing world” at International Developing 
Studies, Roskilde University. Readings and lectures by Lindsay Whitfield and Laurids S. 
Lauridsen argue that economic development theories can be divided in two main positions: 
The orthodox and the heterodox school. The theoretical contributions from different writings 
may not classify themselves as belonging to one school. However we find the distinction 
between heterodox and orthodox useful to structure the analysis. The orthodox school, which 
may be referred to as mainstream, is associated with neo-classical economic theory and 
connected to the international policy establishment. The heterodox school refers to economic 
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thinking outside mainstream theory, which implies that the heterodox theory is no unified 
school of thought. Generally speaking, the latter is, however, primarily concerned with 
structural change and industrial upgrading. These concepts refer to the structural 
transformation from an agrarian economy to an industrial one and to the production of higher 
value-added products through productivity increases and innovation (Whitfield, 2011:9). 
Whitfield outlines the theoretical difference in the fundamental understanding of economics 
between the orthodox and the heterodox schools: “In contrast to orthodox theory that says 
growth occurs from perfect competition and efficient allocation of resources, heterodox theory 
argues that economic development is caused by structural changes which break the equilibrium, 
lead to imperfect competition and create rents” (Whtifield, 2011:8). Naturally this big 
divergence in ideological backgrounds, between the orthodox and the heterodox, results in 
discrepancies on many fundamental areas regarding international development.  
 
In addition to these two schools of economic theory, we also draw on readings on different 
paradigms within environmental management. In the article ‘Environmental management in 
development: The evolution of paradigms’ Michael E. Colby argues that environmental 
strategies and technologies differ widely depending on which paradigm is being applied. The 
five paradigms are divided into: ‘Frontier Economics’, ‘Environmental Protection’, ‘Resource 
Management’, ‘Eco-Development’ and ‘Deep Ecology’. These paradigms each represent strong 
opinions on strategies for development, starting with the paradigm where the environment 
plays a little role (Frontier Economics) gradually increasing the attention of the environment, 
and moving to the ‘Deep Ecology’, wherein nature that is central. Colby explains the difference 
between the various paradigms by applying different dimensions as means of measurement. 
As an example, the view of the human-nature relationship and the dominant threats for 
development varies across the different paradigms. Whereas the two most radical paradigms 
‘Frontier Economics’ and ‘Deep Ecology’ controvert extensively, the three middle paradigms, 
‘Environmental protection’ ‘Resource management’ and ‘Eco-development’, represent the 
increasing tendency to: “ (…) integrate economic, ecological and social systems into the 
definition of development and the organization of human societies” (Colby, 1991: 193).  
 
We extracted some important concepts from these theoretical schools that reflected 
contesting opinions and have a relevant relation to the empirical material and on the basis of 
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these concepts, our questions, which constitute the theoretical framework, were developed. In 
the report these questions are labeled parameters as they are applied to “detect” different 
positions and views in the debate, as well as a measurement to place these in relation to one 
another on the specific policy area in question. These parameters should in the words of Lund 
(2010), ”provide a lens for approaching society without making far-reaching assumptions” 
(Lund, 2010:28). The development of parameters relates to four policy areas, all 
demonstrated below.       
3.3.3.1 Economic development and agriculture 
Orthodox theorists argue that a developing nation should focus its attention on exports in 
order to develop economically, implying reliance on competitive advantages, the economic 
principle behind trade that promises mutual benefits. On the contrary, the heterodox 
economists argue that the competitive advantage may be defied and that countries, in order to 
develop, should place emphasis on industrial policies that prioritize domestic investments 
and a shift from agricultural production towards industrial upgrading, i.e. disregard their 
comparative advantage (Whitfield, 2011; Lin et al., 2009). In relation to the type of agriculture 
promoted, there is no clear distinction to extract from these theories, nonetheless emphasis 
on either large- or small-scale farming are areas that divide the empirical material. Although 
the distinction between heterodox and orthodox regarding this aspect is not clear, the latter 
can however be associated with an indirect emphasis on large-scale farming, because it 
provides economy of scale and thus increases competitiveness on the world market. These 
contesting opinions on economic development regarding agriculture and foreign trade results 
in the following parameters: What is the view on macroeconomic policy in terms of exports, 
subsidies, trade etc.? Which type of agriculture, small- or large-scale farming, is emphasized?   
3.3.3.2 The state and the role of government 
Orthodox economic theory argues for a facilitating role of the state in economic matters. Its 
role as a facilitator implies providing a sound business and investment climate for the private 
sector to engage in (Pack et al., 2006; Altenburg et al., 2006; Lin et al., 2009). The heterodox 
economic school, on the contrary, argues for a much more prominent role of the state with 
mandate to intervene in economic matters, not only to ensure transparency, capacity 
development and a level playing field through appropriate legal measures etc. (as orthodox 
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theory suggests), but also to monitor and regulate economic activity, in this case investments 
(Chang, 2003 ; Lauridsen, 2010). The parameter, best covering these positions, is: What is the 
view on the role of the state regarding foreign investments? 
3.3.3.3 Society and land distribution 
The social implications are a recurrent theme in most of the selected reports that constitute 
our empirical basis. However, there is a great variance as to the extent of emphasis that actors 
put on it. While the orthodox stress the importance of property rights in the accumulation of 
capital, building on arguments expressed by Hernando de Soto (2000), heterodox theory place 
importance on access to resources as the main concern, which is demonstrated by Thomas 
Sikor and Christian Lund (2009). These contesting arguments form the basis of the actors’ 
different views on social implications and determine whether they are seen as optimistic or 
pessimistic about the implications that foreign investments have on societies in developing 
countries. This is translated into the parameter: What are their views on social impacts in 
relation to property rights and the access to resources?   
3.3.3.4 Environment and biofuels 
As with the social implications there is a great variance in the actors’ emphasis on the 
environment regarding the use and production of biofuels. On the basis of the article by Colby, 
the parameter ‘To what extent and in what way are environmental consequences addressed?’ is 
applied in order to arrange the actors according to their emphasis on the environment. 
Slightly different from the other parameters, this parameter contains five different paradigms, 
where the two “outliers” represent the major contending views. However, dealing with 
environmental aspects, it is difficult to place all the actors within one or the other. As a result, 
the paradigms lying in the middle of the two positions, is also considered in the analysis.     
4. Contending views on foreign land investments and biofuels 
Businesses, think-tanks, organizations, as well as civil society and rural social movement 
groups in host countries view biofuels and related land transactions differently. These 
opinions range from downright opposition to categorical embrace, with varying degrees of 
these two contending positions between them. Most often the debate takes place between 
those arguing that it is not beneficial and sustainable and never will be, especially for small-
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scale farmers and those arguing that when certain rules and frameworks are in place they 
potentially constitute a win-win situation and perhaps even a development opportunity. 
Within these main views, opinions converge on different areas, making the views on land 
investments a very complex matter.  
 
In the following section a range of reports and policy statements by different actors are examined 
through the lens of the parameters. The chapter is divided into four main policy areas: ‘Economic 
development and agriculture’, ‘The state and the role of government’, ‘Society and land 
distribution’, and ‘Environment and biofuels’. In each section there is an introduction to and 
categorization of the most relevant actors. This categorization is illustrated by using simple scales, 
in order to outline the actors’ location, and identify how the actors are placed in relation to one 
another. It should be mentioned though, that certain similarities between actors are to be found 
although placed distantly on the scale. Furthermore, not all actors are represented in every 
categorization. Some have been left out, either because of their similarities with other actors or 
because of an absence of arguments on the specific policy area. However, the lack of mentioning a 
specific policy area can have an analytical value too, as it is the case for environment, and thus all 
actors are included in the section ‘Environment and biofuels’.  
  
Each categorization leads to the development of two core positions, also referred to as 
‘camps’, opposing each other on the relevant parameter. As a consequence of this compilation, 
it should thus be noted that the statements put forward to demonstrate the positions do 
therefore not necessarily reflect all of the actors in that position. These positions are then 
discussed more in-depth on the basis of some central concepts, drawn from relevant theory.   
4.1 Economic development and agriculture  
Economy is a policy area that is at the core of the development debate and highly relevant in a 
discussion of foreign investments in farmland. When examining positions on economic policy in a 
developing countries context, the agricultural structure is a necessary feature to enlighten and the 
type of farming that is promoted is directly connected to the view on investments in land.   
In this section the opinions of the actors are therefore analyzed through two parameters:  
What is the view on macroeconomic policy in terms of exports, subsidies, trade etc.? 
Which type of agriculture, small- or large-scale farming, is emphasized? 
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4.1.1 Positioning of actors 
Figure 3 presents the macroeconomic policy scale, on which actors that place emphasis on the 
possibilities of export and free trade as an important aspect of land investments are situated 
to the left. The actors that place emphasis on the importance of producing to domestic 
markets and argue in favor of policies to support this are situated on the right. 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
Figure 4 
below presents the agricultural scale where actors, arguing in favor of the benefits from large-
scale farming, are situated to the left and the actors emphasizing the benefits from small-scale 
farming are situated to the right. Because of the disposition of most actors to recognize the 
role of the small-scale farmers in development (as the major part of the agricultural sector in 
developing countries is dominated by them, see for example Deininger et al., 2011:xiii) the 
scale here is weighted a bit: If an actor places emphasis on the importance of large-scale 
farming, this will more easily drag the one to the left of the middle, than emphasis on small-
scale would drag in the opposite direction.            
 
 
 
 
Figure 3: 
Macroeconomic Policy Scale 
     UNCTAD     FAO, IFAD & IIED                                                                                                Via Campesina 
 RSTD      WB                           Oxfam International           De Schutter     Cochrane   Grain 
              Emphasis on export and free trade                                Emphasis on domestic market and subsidies  
                          (Transnational trade)                                                          (Community use)  
Figure 4: 
Agricultural Scale 
 Emphasis on large-scale farming                                  Emphasis on small-scale farming  
  RSTD                                   WB                           FAO, IFAD                   De Schutter    Oxfam International    Grain 
                                                                             & IIED          
                                         UNCTAD                                                             Cochrane         Via Campesina 
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These scales are based on the categorization below, starting on the left side of the 
macroeconomic scale and moving towards the right end. En route the actors are also 
categorized according to the agricultural scale. As one can see, the two scales are very similar, 
although not identical.  
 
The Round Table on Sustainable Development [RTSD] is an informal policy dialogue forum 
established by the OECD in 1998. Although established and hosted by the OECD, the 
documents they produce are not necessarily a reflection of the official views of the OECD. The 
report is thus referred to as RTSD and not OECD, even if some of their opinions presumably 
converge. The RSTD is situated on the far left side of the macroeconomic policy scale. The 
main argument in the document ‘Biofuels: is the cure worse than the disease?’ is that current 
expansion of biofuels is not sustainable as it disrupts markets without creating significant 
environmental benefits (RTSD, 2007:42). The RTSD focuses on technological and economical 
benefits, trade and impacts of policy, which is reflected both in the arguments and in the 
headings of the document: ‘What are the opportunities and barriers to international trade in 
biofuels (feedstock)?’, ‘What are the consequences of current government policies?’, ‘What 
government policies influence biofuels production and prices?’ (Doornbosch et al., 2007:29, 32, 
24). The RTSD is very critical towards policies that support the current expansion of the use of 
biofuels and policies that place barriers to trade in favor of biofuels e.g. subsidization and 
tariffs. The arguments in the document are in general based on an economic cost-benefit 
approach as indicated for instance by the heading Cost-effectiveness of government support 
policies (Doornbosch et al., 2007:37) relating to the environmental benefits between fossil- 
and biofuels. Its emphasis on large-scale trade, comparative advantages, the benefits from 
foreign investments, and the lack of references to small-scale farming or local communities 
suggests adherence to the idea of a large-scale farming structure to support the trade 
ambitions, and thus situates the policy forum on the far left side of the agricultural scale.   
 
The World Investment Report from 2009 published by the United Nations Conference on 
Trade and Development [UNCTAD] has focus on transnational corporations (TNCs), 
agricultural production and development and thus highly relevant in regards to the economic 
parameter. The WIR provides a review of the trends in foreign investments with special focus 
on agriculture in developing countries. As such it represents an objective overview with 
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inputs from several sources e.g. central banks, statistical offices, government agencies, 
international organizations, NGOs, universities, and executives from different companies. 
However, politicized opinions and not the statistical data form the background of this 
categorization, thus the objective is to identify the political views disguised in the seemingly 
neutral statistical review.      
 
Like the RTSD that takes its point of departure in the benefits of trade and the critical 
examination of disruptive policies on trade, UNCTAD also regard foreign investments in 
agriculture as beneficial per se. The report is dedicated to examine how investments best can 
increase agricultural productivity in the context of the crises in food, economy and finance 
(UNCTAD, 2009:1-3). It is argued that there is a need for regulation of TNC involvement in 
host countries, because if the market for TNCs is regulated properly, TNCs will help countries 
enhance their food safety and affordability. This confirms the positive view and emphasis on 
the benefits of foreign investment. The ideas of regulation where policies are to “maximize 
benefits and minimize the costs of TNC participation” (UNCTAD, 2009:3) moreover 
demonstrate that UNCTAD is as devoted to facilitation of international trade as the RTSD is. 
This situates them close to the RTSD on the macroeconomic scale albeit a little more towards 
the middle because of the awareness that “TNCs’ involvement raises significant social and 
political issues whenever they own or control large tracks of agricultural land” (UNCTAD, 
2009:33), a notion that is present throughout the report. Although generally viewing land 
investments in developing countries positively, the report also points out that TNC 
involvement may involve social and environmental implications too. Concern is especially 
raised over the uneven power relationship between large TNCs and local farmers which can 
bring about issues of competition and rights protection (UNCTAD, 2009:33). The report 
proposes that host governments should promote contractual farming (UNCTAD, 2009:3), 
which would help small farmers by enhancing their capacities and their possibilities on the 
market as they would become part of national or international food value chains (UNCTAD, 
2009:35). Given that the report both proposes measures to enable TNCs to take over 
agricultural land while recognizing the risks it poses for farmers and expressing the wish to 
set up contractual arrangements to encourage small farmers to become more market 
oriented, the UNCTAD is situated somewhat closer to the middle than the RTSD.              
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The report ‘Rising Global Interest in Farmland: Can It Yield Sustainable and Equitable 
Benefits?’ is produced by a World Bank team led by Klaus Deininger. The World Bank, as 
UNCTAD, focuses on an urgent need for large-scale agricultural investments in developing 
countries to increase smallholder productivity, recognizing still that these investments can 
have negative impacts on small-scale farmers (Deininger et al., 2011:xiii). A key notion 
throughout the report is that larger-scale farming can provide opportunities for developing 
countries when “done right” (Deininger et al. 2011:xv). The negative environmental and social 
impacts that are acknowledged as consequences of large-scale acquisitions do not necessarily 
imply a problematisation neither of the foreign investment itself nor to the development 
model, which it implies. Instead, it is noted that “such problems are not due to a lack of 
potential” (Deininger et al., 2011:xiv). By ‘doing it right’ the report means securing local land 
rights, improving local governance, and adopting an open and proactive approach towards 
investors, and the way to do this is “good public information” (Deininger et al., 2011:xv). The 
lack of questioning the very model of large-scale acquisitions, the expectation that increased 
market access will lead to productivity, the focus on how the host government, civil society 
and international organizations should work with investors, monitor, facilitate and 
disseminate information, and the lack of recognition of the possibility that small-scale farmers 
are not interested in becoming a part of this system (Deininger et al., 2011:xliv) situates the 
World Bank with UNCTAD and RTSD on the left side of both the agricultural and the 
macroeconomic scale.       
 
Closest to the middle on both scales is the report ‘Land Grab or Development Opportunity’ 
that is the outcome of a collaboration between FAO, IFAD and IIED (referenced here as 
Cotula et al.). The report takes point of departure in the potential macro-level benefits related 
to foreign land investments in developing countries while addressing ways of mitigating risks 
associated with the exclusion of local people to farmland (Cotula et al., 2009:5). The 
opportunities and risks depend on the “terms and conditions” of large-scale land deals, and 
similar to the World Bank report there is no critical assessment of the phenomena as such, 
even though severe consequences for local farmers and impact on the environment are 
recognized (Cotula et al., 2009:6). Included in the terms and conditions is an emphasis on 
compliance. In the concluding remarks of the paragraph ‘Commitments on investment, 
employment and infrastructure’ it is stated that “Specific-enough wording for compliance 
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requirements to be enforceable and transparency in their application are key to ensure fair 
implementation in the public interest” (Cotula et al., 2009:83).  
 
Regarding contestation between large-scale and small-scale farming proponents, FAO, IFAD 
and IIED conclude that there is evidence to support both cases. However, in discussing the 
pros and cons they also emphasize the prospect of involvement of small-scale farmers in 
larger supply chains through different kinds of contractual agreements, joint ventures etc. 
(Cotula et al., 2009:84). The location of these organizations on the scales is on the one hand 
determined by the adherence to large-scale investments, the non-existing problematization of 
the export-oriented development model that these investments are a part of, and on the other 
hand the acknowledgement of the complexity and the questioning of different concepts and 
trends, for example ‘idle land’ that although perceived as unproductive by government and 
investor are recognized by FAO, IFAD and IIED as crucial for local livelihood and food security 
strategies (Cotula et al., 2009:62).          
 
The report ‘Another Inconvenient Truth’ by Oxfam International is placed just right of the 
middle and takes its point of departure in the same empirical observation as the RTSD: The 
current production of biofuels is subject to heavy subsidization in order to be viable and also 
acknowledges the potential benefits of an export oriented strategy towards biofuels that rely 
on the comparative advantages of developing countries (Oxfam International, 2008:25-28). It 
points to some key risk that developing countries need to be aware of, including how political 
priorities and technological advances in developed countries may change and alter the 
conditions of biofuel production (Oxfam International, 2008:29). Oxfam International does 
not oppose the arguments underlying export oriented growth, but rather tries to incorporate 
more governance into the structure and thus they are situated in the middle, just a little to the 
right side on the macroeconomic policy scale. The view that small-scale farming is more 
economic viable for the country and coincides better with biofuels situates them further to the 
right of the middle on the agricultural scale (Oxfam International, 2008:29).                      
 
The paper ‘How not to think of land-grabbing: three critiques of large-scale investments in 
farmland’ by De Schutter, UN special rapporteur on the right to food, published in the Journal 
of Peasant Studies, likewise employs a pragmatic approach to the issue of large-scale 
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investments: He argues in favor of small-scale-farmers but takes into account the context of 
increasing foreign land investments. Whereas Oxfam International call upon more regulation 
and advocates a cautious approach due to the many risks involved, De Schutter rejects the 
current scenario of promoting responsible investments as he argues that they are destroying 
the global peasantry (De Schutter, 2011:275). He argues that it is necessary to look at 
investments in a much broader perspective to identify the “risks that go far beyond what the 
current proposals for regulating it, seem willing to recognize” (De Schutter, 2011:274). 
According to De Schutter there exists a range of obstacles that if not removed lead to negative 
implications for the local communities. These obstacles include lack of capacity in host 
countries to regulate investments and their impacts, the pre-existence of agreements that 
restricts host countries from imposing performance requirements etc., and the competition of 
developing countries in attracting foreign capital that are lowering the levels of requirements 
facing investors (De Schutter, 2011:263-267). These obstacles “should be removed before 
large-scale investments in farmland are allowed to proceed further” (De Schutter, 2011:267). 
De Shutter’s paper is a profound critique of the current large-scale land investments, 
however, instead of seeking alternative solutions e.g. in the domestic agricultural production, 
he somehow reaches the same conclusions that he criticizes, as his arguments result in 
recommending that the international community should act in a coordinated way, that 
investments should benefit the poor, and that governments should comply fully with their 
human right principles before large-scale land investments are viable (De Schutter, 2011:274-
275). On the macroeconomic policy scale this situates De Schutter to the right of Oxfam 
International.   
 
Similar to De Shutter, Cochrane in his article ‘Food Security or Food Sovereignty: The Case of 
Land Grabs’ points to the conflicts between food security and food sovereignty3 and advocates 
for the adaptation of the theoretical concept of food sovereignty to analyze the current issues 
of large-scale land investments. As he uses food sovereignty as a lens to analyze the different 
cases and issues surrounding large-scale land acquisitions his conclusions are not surprising 
e.g. “the push for macro-economic development via liberalization of markets has detrimental 
                                                        
3
 ”Food security refers to the availability and access to sufficient food, whereas food sovereignty involves both 
ownership and the rights of local people to define local food systems, without first being subject to international market 
concerns” (Cochrane, 2011:2).  
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effects on particular groups of society, particularly the poor” (Cochrane, 2011:5). As with the 
article by De Schutter he allies himself with small-scale farming but does not suggests any 
concrete alternatives to the current export regime. In other words, the article is placed close 
to De Shutter’s, as its objective is similar; a fundamental critique of the system and an appeal 
for more governance and international guidelines in favor of small-scale farmers.   
 
The international non-profit organization GRAIN is situated on the far right side of both 
scales. One of their main arguments is that giving, lending or selling farmland to foreign 
control is not the core of the problem; the real problem is the restructuring of the agricultural 
economy, which they argue implies severe consequences for farmers and for the local 
environment (GRAIN, 2008:9-10). Foreign land investments may create some jobs, reserve 
some food for local communities, and include social benefits such as infrastructure, hospitals 
etc. but the fact that agricultural production is oriented towards exports reinforces the 
consequences of the food crisis for the poor, as they cannot “afford to purchase food from the 
world market – especially since real wages and incomes for most people have not been rising 
over recent years” (GRAIN, 2008:10).      
 
Similarly, the international peasant movement Via Campesina, in its position paper on 
biofuels and its consequences ‘Industrial Agrofuels – Fuel Hunger and Poverty, argues that the 
“small-scale farmers (…) are the victims of the current system imposed on them” (Via 
Campesina, 2009:36). According to Via Campesina small-scale farming is far more sustainable 
in terms of social, environmental, and economic impacts. It supports an agricultural structure 
that is diversified and small-scaled and oriented towards securing food sovereignty. Due to its 
emphasis on producing to local markets, Via Campesina denounces transnational capital 
which is “directly responsible for the food and climate crisis” (Via Campesina, 2009:36). Thus 
Via Campesina is, like GRAIN, placed on the far right side on both scales. 
 
There is congruency between the two scales in terms of on which side the actors are placed; 
however, there is some variation in the exact location on the two sides due to their different 
emphasis on different issues. In order to simplify the structure of the following discussion the 
categorization above is divided into two main positions synthesizing both scales: The actors 
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to the left of the middle are summarized as the ‘large-scale position’ and the actors to the right 
are summarized as the ‘small-scale position’.  
4.1.2 Discussion of positions 
The concept of comparative advantage, which is the underlying principle behind international 
trade, is an important aspect of the large-scale position that emphasizes a strong export-
orientation in the agricultural sector in developing countries. The orthodox view is that in 
order to be internationally competitive the role of the state must be to facilitate exploitation 
of the comparative advantage in relation to other countries (Lin et al., 2009:486). This is 
contested by the heterodox view that if a state only facilitates the comparative advantage for 
instance by getting prices right, this “may lead to specialization in activities with static 
comparative advantage if the skills, technology, or institutions are not present to permit efficient 
diversification” (Lall, 1992:181). Furthermore it may sustain developing countries in 
economic activities that are characterized by diminishing returns and thus suspending 
structural change (Whitfield, 2011; Lin et al., 2009).   
 
According to the heterodox school a country cannot produce according to its comparative 
advantage and at the same time accumulate capital enough to upgrade to more productive 
activities. Specific for agriculture is the fact that it is characterized by diminishing returns, as 
it is a resource-based activity that cannot always be sustained or expanded when increasing 
output: “At some point, adding more capital and/or labor will yield a smaller return for every 
unit of capital or labor added” (Whitfield, 2011:11). It is necessary to eventually defy the 
comparative advantage and protect infant industry in order to upgrade industry and still be 
internationally competitive (Lin et al., 2009:489-491). For the orthodox school the argument 
behind the promotion of comparative advantage is that the endowment structure determines 
the economic structure of society, which in developing countries typically is characterized by 
abundance of labor and resources (Lin et al., 2009:486).      
 
The contested concept of comparative advantage reveals the divergence between the large- 
and small-scale positions: The large-scale position argues that as long as the state does not 
intervene with trade and impose barriers or subsidies, there is great potential for export 
oriented growth, which is important for economic development for land abundant countries 
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(Doornbosch et al., 2007: 43). Biofuel production would be more efficient if produced in 
developing countries due to its comparative advantage and if trade barriers and subsidies 
were removed large-scale international trade would “enhance economic efficiency by directing 
production to the most efficient locations” (Doornbosch et al., 2007:30). It is clear that the 
large-scale position is closely connected to orthodox economic theory.  
 
The small-scale position is in sharp contrast to this school. The small-scale position argues 
that foreign investments in agriculture lead to commodification of farmland with negative 
consequences for the rural poor. Liberalization of markets for land rights can exclude poor 
farmers from their land as prices raise because of speculation and the large amount of capital 
that investors bring in (GRAIN, 2008:10, Cochrane, 2011; De Schutter, 2011).  
 
The large-scale position proposes that: “When done right, larger-scale farming systems can also 
have a place as one of the many tools to promote sustainable agricultural and rural 
development” (Deininger et al, 2011: xxvl). They stress that success depends on formal right 
recognition, access to information, and degree of competition: “If rights are well defined, if land 
markets are not monopolized, and if information is accessible to all, voluntary transactions 
where land is valued at market prices should ensure that a mutually satisfying outcome is 
achieved” (Deininger, 2011: 236). This approach is not sufficient for the small-scale position. 
According to them government focus should be on  small-scale farming as this is considered 
more economically viable than large scale farming (Cochrane, 2011: 8; Via Campesina, 2009; 
Oxfam International, 2008; De Schutter, 2011). Moreover, it argues that large investments in 
agriculture have substantial consequences for small scale farmers and thus comprehensive 
rural development reforms are necessary. If large investments cannot be avoided, 
governments should be more active in monitoring and regulating investors, as we will 
elaborate on in the following (Cochrane, 2011; De Schutter, 2011).  
 
The small-scale position relates to heterodox economic theory on particularly one area: if 
developing countries proceed with biofuel production they should incorporate a series of 
policies to regulate foreign investments and to prioritize the promotion of small-scale 
production e.g. the support of diversified farming structures, domestic value-addition, 
investments in technology appropriate to local conditions etc. (Oxfam International, 2008:38). 
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Figure 5: 
Role of the State Scale 
          Oakland Institute/ De Shutter                 Oxfam International    FOA/IIED/IFAD             WB                      
          Active role of the state                                                          Facilitating role of the state 
       (Monitoring and regulating)                                              (Transparency and capacity development) 
  GRAIN    Cochrane               UNCTAD         IFAD                        Deininger       
Besides this, the small-scale position cannot be said to rely on heterodox arguments for 
economic development. The heterodox school of thought emphasizes the importance of 
moving away from an agricultural based economy towards industrial upgrading, which is in 
opposition to the actors in small-scale position that do not put the small farmers in a frame of 
linear development.   
4.2 The state and the role of government 
The role of government is often an issue that divides, whether it is in the economy in general 
or on a specific topic such as foreign investment in land. As we have touched upon in the 
above, there seems to be consensus on the fact that government should play a role, but what 
particularly divides the actors is the extent of this role. This is synthesized in the parameter: 
What is the view on the role of the state regarding foreign investments? 
4.2.1 Positioning of actors  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Starting with the actors clustered on the left, Cochrane (2011) and De Shutter (2011) argue 
that governments should be active and enforce regulation, making sure that these 
investments are channeled to small-scale farmers, through, for instance, loans to smallholders 
to improve productivity. De Shutter (2011:261-262) also argues that these investments 
should focus on public goods and institutional innovations and thereby strengthen the 
standing of small farmers.  
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On a very critical note, thus placed on the far left, GRAIN (2008:3) argues that the role of 
governments as it is now is merely to negotiate with private investors and then the private 
sector is expected to take over because the World Bank and the European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development have been “greasing the way for this investment flow and 
“persuading” governments to change land ownership laws so that it can succeed” (GRAIN, 
2008:8). Oakland Institute (2010:6-13) whose report is a critique of the World Bank’s 
International Finance Corporation, follows along the same line by arguing that the World 
Bank and its institutions is fuelling the global land grab by promoting policies and technical 
assistance to governments in order to spur foreign direct investment in agriculture in 
developing countries. Since the World Bank institutions are profit oriented, the developing 
country governments are potential clients to whom they can give advice on how to make 
business more easy, available and attractive for foreign investors.  
Oxfam International (2008) stresses that if a developing country decides to proceed with 
biofuel production, the government should carry it out according to international law and 
conventions, including obligations to protect the right to food, ensure decent work and ensure 
Free, Prior and Informed Consent of affected communities. Furthermore, they should give 
priority to feed stocks and production models which maximize the opportunities for small 
farmers. The government is also obliged to enforce national legislation to protect access to 
land and regulate the private sector’s access to land, as well as to ensure access to finance to 
allow communities to take ownership in processing and refining (2008: 36-38).   
 
UNCTAD (2009) seconds this by pointing out that Governments should create an integrated 
strategic policy and regulatory framework for TNCs activities in agricultural production 
including, amongst others, infrastructure development and trade (2009: 4). To protect the 
interest of the farmers, governments could develop model contracts for them to use when 
negotiating with TNCs, and they should address the specific obstacles to efficient cooperation 
between TNCs and local farmers (2009:3). With this last comment we have left the first camp 
and moved across the middle to the right.    
 
According to the International Federation of Agricultural Producers (IFAP), agriculture is in 
such need of investments and support that it is absolutely vital that national strategies and 
budgets take agriculture into account and attract investments, which must be focused on 
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infrastructure, market information systems, extension services, credit, insurance, and access 
to inputs. The role of the national governments should be to invest in improving the 
livelihoods of farming by providing them with financial resources (IFAP, 2010:4). FAO, IIED 
and IFAD likewise view these investments as opportunities and stress the governments need 
to invest in transparency and their own capacity to negotiate (Cotula et al., 2009:10).  
 
Deininger (2011) elaborates on this notion. According to him, the role of government is also 
to make investments in technology, infrastructure, and provide access to finance, because 
evidence suggests that constraints related to availability of technology or access to 
infrastructure may prevent realization of the technically feasible level of output (Deininger, 
2011: 218 and 230). He further argues that mutually satisfying outcomes are achieved if only 
rights are well defined, land markets are not monopolized, and information is accessible to all 
(Deininger, 2011: 236). For Deininger the public sector plays an important role in ensuring 
access to information and a level playing field for all. However, as he stresses “there is a limit 
to its involvement”. The state’s role is restricted and should only include mechanisms to 
ensure that no negative external effects on others or the environment are imposed “so that 
land user can make informed and independent decisions” (Deininger, 2011: 236). 
 
The World Bank also calls for an active role of the government in securing that the foreign 
land investments take place in the best way possible. In the World Bank report (Deininger et 
al., 2011) it is argued that for investments to provide local benefits, there is a need to improve 
the public sector’s capacity for processing investments by reducing red tape and ensuring 
transparency (2011: xxxix-xl). Moreover, the public should establish partnerships with the 
private sector to improve productivity. Governments should play a role in identifying whether 
large-scale investments can generate employment, improve food security, and foster 
technological transfer and local development (Deininger et al., 2011: xlii). 
4.2.2 Discussion of positions 
Based on this positioning, the two contending camps illustrated in the figure above become 
evident: On the left on the scale is the position which calls for an active government whose 
role should be to monitor and regulate the investments with particular emphasis on small 
farmers, and on the right is the other position that merely stress the importance of 
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transparency, capacity development and a level playing field and otherwise seem to regard 
investments as an indisputable benefit if only these things are in place. It seems appropriate 
to state that the latter largely express a more positive view on current land investments in 
which the private sector should have more leverage than the former.  
 
In the following discussion, the positions are put in opposition to each other and in relation to 
concepts provided by contending economic theories falling within heterodox and orthodox 
thinking.     
In this regard is important to note that these positions have some overlapping notions, and 
because of this some degree of generalization has been necessary in order to make a fairly 
complex issue more tangible. Generally one can draw parallels between the first camp and 
heterodox economic development theory: The left-side camp is in favor of an active state that 
monitors and regulate investments to ensure that they focus on public goods and institutional 
innovations and thereby strengthen the standing of the small farmers. The actors placed on 
this side of the middle agree that they should give priority to local consumption and 
production models that maximize the opportunities for small farmers. According to this 
position the government is also obliged to enforce national legislation to protect access to 
land through regulatory framework for activities in agricultural production (Cochrane, 2011; 
Oxfam International, 2008; De Schutter, 2011; Grain, 2008, Oakland Institute, 2010; UNCTAD, 
2009). This is in line with heterodox thinking that in order to compensate for market failures 
the state must play an active role in the economy and in the allocation of resources (Whitfield, 
2011; Chang, 2003). 
 
Likewise, the second camp (the right-side on the scale) draws on orthodox neo-classical 
economic theory, which generally argues that government intervention should be minimal 
(Lall, 1992: 165-166; Pack et al., 2006: 268). This position is predominantly positive towards 
land investments and generally regard these as opportunities for developing economies, if 
only some specific criteria are met, generally including transparency, capacity development 
and a level playing field enabled by negotiation skills and property rights (Cotula et al., 2009; 
Deininger, 2011; Deininger et al., 2011). According to neo-liberal thinking the government is 
simply lacking the information that policy-makers need to successfully intervene, e.g. through 
industrial policies (Pack et al., 2006: 281: Lauridsen, 2010:7). Neo-liberal thinking often 
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regards unfavorable government rules and regulation as responsible for bad private sector 
performance. Instead of imposing these rules and regulation, “policy-makers should focus on 
creating a business environment that allow easy entry and exit for firms and assures 
entrepreneurs and financiers that property rights and contracts will be enforced” (Beck and 
Demirgüc-Kunt, cited in Altenburg et al., 2006: 388-389).  
4.3 Society and land distribution 
There are many views on the societal consequences that large-scale foreign land investments 
may have on the recipient country. The following section looks at the issue of the local society, 
in relation to the various interpretations on this topic, which range from being highly 
pessimistic to more optimistic. Also there is a great difference in the way the actors point to 
prospective actions to make large land investments sustainable for the society (locally and 
nationally). The parameter, which structures this, is: What are their views on social impacts in 
relation to property rights and the access to resources?   
4.3.1 Positioning of actors 
The actors focusing predominantly on the negative societal consequences of foreign land 
investments are placed on the right side of the scale, i.e. pessimistic view. Oppositely, if they 
express only positive views regarding land investment they are placed on the left hand side of 
the scale, i.e. optimistic view. However, if focus is on the negative implications but suggestions 
are made to make this sustainable for local societies they are placed closer to the middle. 
Similarly, if focus is primarily on the possible positive aspects, while still recognizing the 
negative implications, they are situated towards the middle, on the positive side of the scale.  
 
 
 
 
 
Optimistic view                                                                Pessimistic view 
Figure 6: 
Societal Scale 
                     WB                                      FAO/IFAD/IIED               FOE                      GRAIN 
Cochrane  
                                                 UNCTAD              Deininger                                                      De Schutter    Oakland Inst. & 
                                                        Via Campesina 
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UNCTAD is placed furthest to the left, as it is argued that an expansion of the agricultural 
production is vital for developing countries to develop the sector and to secure food needs. 
Involvement by TNCs will benefit agricultural production via: “(…) transfer of technology, 
employment creation, and upgrading the capacities of local farmers, together with higher 
productivity and competitiveness” (UNCTAD, 2009: 33-34). In order for this to succeed local 
farmers need to be part of the process. To protect farmers and their land UNCTAD calls for a 
set of core principles to meet the need for transparency, respect land rights, the right to food, 
protection of indigenous people, and social and environmental sustainability (UNCTAD, 2009: 
3). 
 
The World Bank is, similar to UNCTAD, aware of the negative consequences these 
investments can have on local communities, such as uncompensated loss of land rights, 
resource conflict and lack of information on rights and value of land, as well as negotiation 
skills (Deininger et al., 2011: xxxix-xl). In order for agro investments to be responsible, the 
World Bank argues that rights to land and resources need to be recognized and respected: 
“This is to ensure that local people benefit from investments, and that investors enjoy tenure 
security that encourages them to make long-term investments” (ibid: xxxix). For all 
stakeholders to benefit from such investments it is essential that a regulatory framework is in 
place to prevent negative effects that would also make investors consider potential social and 
environmental implications in the preparations of projects (ibid: xli). The World Bank is 
placed on the “positive side” of the scale because they appear very confident that foreign land 
investments provide a good opportunity for recipient countries to develop rural areas. 
Moreover, all possible negative effects are argued to be resolvable. 
The same view on clearly defined rights to land and resources as essential if land investments 
are to be viable is expressed in the article  “Challenges posed by the new wave of farmland 
investment” also written by Deininger. Deininger’s article, however, does not propose the 
same quantity of solution to resolve potential disputes as the report by the World Bank does. 
 
FAO, IFAD and IIED describe how land issues are emotive and resemble colonialism and 
exploitation. Land is recognized to have a value besides its market value, as it provides the 
basis for social identity and networks in many rural areas (ibid: 3, 68, 90). Loss of land affects 
livelihoods and food security and in such cases compensation should be provided (ibid: 95). 
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Procedural mechanisms, legal support, transparency and consultation with the affected 
communities would circumvent these undesired negative implications (ibid: 10, 71).  
 
Similar concerns are raised by FOEE, who argues that considerations should not only be taken 
to the official owners of the land but also to the people who depend on the land for their 
livelihood (FOEE, 2010: 20). They also stress the fact that land is of religious and cultural 
importance and is an important element in the construction of social identity (ibid: 8). FOEE is 
placed further to the right on the scale because they have more focus on negative implications 
than the previous actors. FOEE points out that loss of access to land leads to food insecurity 
and hunger and farmers who turn to agrofuels are facing a risk of being unable to feed their 
families. Agrofuel crops require less labor, which means that employment opportunities 
decrease and thereby cause an additional threat to the society (ibid: 27). 
 
De Schutter argues that large-scale investments in farmland will be harmful to local farming 
communities because access to land and water is reduced and crops are exported, making 
target countries more vulnerable to prize shocks (De Schutter, 2011: 249). Land grabbing 
accelerates the development of a market for land rights, which may result in people having to 
leave their land. Both De Schutter and Cochrane with his article from ‘Journal of Humanitarian 
Assistance’ believe that the consequence of land grabbing is displacement of farmers, which 
often leads to work in large-scale plantations characterized by low wages (ibid: 256-7; 
Cochrane, 2011: 2). The problem with the creation of low-wage jobs is also highlighted in the 
reports published by Oakland Institute and Via Campesina where it is argued that the working 
conditions in biofuel production are extremely harsh (Oakland Institute 2010: 3; Via 
Campesina, 2009: 36).  
 
As we approach the end of the scale, the last three actors, Oakland Institute, Via Campesina, 
and GRAIN are all strong opponents highlighting only the negative implications, although the 
approach to the matter is different from one another. The report of Oakland Institute ‘(Mis) 
investment in agriculture – the role of the international finance corporation in global land 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
41 
grabs’, debates how financial institutions like IFC and FIAS4 threaten to destroy the traditional 
communal approaches to land ownership in Africa (Daniel, 2010: 19), contributing to unequal 
distribution of resources and local farmers being driven away from their land (ibid: 2). Via 
Campesina’s report “Industrial Agrofuels fuel hunger and poverty” stresses that the extension 
of agrofuel production will drive even more small-scale farmers and indigenous people off 
their land. “Agrofuel will occupy our lands and food will become even more scarce and 
expensive” (Via Campesina, 2009: 35). Finally, the report: “Seized – the 2008 land grab for 
food and financial security” published by GRAIN argue that: “Investment in foreign farmland 
could mean the end for small-scale farming and rural livelihood” (GRAIN, 2008: 1). It is argued 
that workers, farmers and communities lose access to land and the possibility of working and 
living off the land, in the moment it is transformed into large industrial estates connected to 
far-off markets (ibid: 9). GRAIN also contributes to the biofuel debate by saying that the 
industry relies on throwing people off their land and that this sort of agricultural development 
is in fact agribusiness development. What is common for these last three reports is the notion 
that foreign land investments contribute to the food crisis and by no means resolve the issue 
of poverty and hunger.  
4.3.2 Discussion of positions 
Having positioned the actors in the section above, it is evident that multiple actors in the 
empirical material are highly concerned with the concept of property rights. The arguments 
about implementing property rights, is very much in line with orthodox theory as represented 
by the theorist Hernando De Soto. According to De Soto, economic success and development 
in the West is grounded in a formal property system, i.e. assets/properties have been 
integrated into one formal representational system, where all the information and rules 
regarding property have been collected. This societal system is what is lacking in developing 
countries. Instead hundreds of legal systems managed by all sorts of organizations, are 
characteristic in developing countries, which consequently limits the use of property (De Soto, 
2000: 51). In his opinion, the crucial point is that formal property systems are not dependent 
on local arrangements or local relationships, i.e. people are free to generate surplus value 
from their own assets. Formal property creates accountability while these legally obtained 
                                                        
4
 International Finance Corporation (IFC) and Foreign Investment Advisory Service (FIAS) are a part of the World 
Bank Group and provide technical assistance and advisory service to developing country governments. 
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assets can stand as collateral for loans and release financial means and make further 
investments possible (ibid: 59). The existence of integrated law makes risk more manageable 
by spreading it through insurance-type devices, which enables financial organizations to 
identify trustworthy potential borrowers on a massive scale. And since all property records 
are tracked and protected it provides security and makes transactions easier (ibid: 59-60). In 
brief, the marginalization of the poor in developing countries comes from their inability to 
benefit from what De Soto refers to as “property effects”: “The challenge these countries face is 
not whether they should produce or receive more money but whether they can understand the 
legal institutions and summon the political will necessary to build a property system that is 
easily accessible to the poor” (ibid: 66-7).  
In the reports where an ‘optimistic view’ is demonstrated, there seems to be an agreement 
that the local stakeholders need to recognize their own property rights. Not only do property 
rights need to be clearly defined but also the locals need to be made aware of these rights, 
which is where information comes into play. Information should be transferred from a state 
level to a local level through good public information systems (Deininger et al, 2011:15). 
According to the World Bank the members of the local communities should not only know 
their rights but also the potential use and value of their land, which De Soto argues would be 
done through a formal property system, because it informs them about what assets are 
available and what opportunities exist to create surplus value (De Soto, 2000: 53). 
Information will not only support the local community in negotiating with investors but also 
benefit investors in implementing “approved” projects. This leads to another key element; 
consultation. If the investments are to be carried out responsibly those that are affected have 
to be consulted as part of the land transfer process. In addition, this ideological school of 
thought furthermore stresses that legal support should be provided in this process (Deininger 
et al., xxvi, Xliii-xliv; UNCTAD, 2009: 3). As pointed out by Deininger and the World Bank this 
should also benefit the investors, by protecting them against undesirable social and 
distributional changes that may lead to conflict, which as a result affect the investment climate 
and viability of the economy. In addition, The World Bank addresses the need for a set of 
principles that concern the rights for people living on or off the land in question (Deininger et 
al, 2011: xxvi).  
Having looked at the ‘optimistic view’, in relation to the concept of property rights, the 
essentiality of this assumption is challenged, by the ‘pessimistic view’ taking a slightly more 
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heterodox position to the social implications of land investments. According to Thomas Sikor 
and Christian Lund in the paper ‘Access and Property: A Question of Power and Authority’, it 
is not property rights per se but the access to resources that is vital (Lund et al., 2009: 4-5). 
Actors may derive benefits from resources without holding property rights to them. Formal 
property rights do not necessarily mean that the social actors holding them are able to derive 
material benefits from natural resources to which those rights apply. Sikor and Lund argue 
that the cultural difference should be taken into consideration: “Property relations in post-
colonial settings are often ambiguous (...) property regimes are negotiable and fluid to some 
degree because of the multiplicity of institutions competing to sanction and validate claims in 
attempt to gain authority for themselves” (Lund et al., 2009: 4). What is perceived as legitimate 
varies between and within cultures and is continuously (re-) established through conflict and 
negotiation. What is alleged as legal or illegal may change over time without any actual change 
in legislation. Policies, statements and practices can effectively outlaw certain legal practices 
and reverse established rights and turn private property into public land (ibid: 7).  
Several actors from the empirical material highlight the concepts of property rights and access 
to resources interchangeably, without systematically distinguishing between the two, as Lund 
suggests should be done. However, generally speaking, it could be argued that there is a 
common consensus in the ‘pessimistic camp’ concerning the argument that large investment 
in agricultural land swindle, displace, or drive local farmers off their land. It is argued that 
small-scale farmers are forced to migrate to the cities or work in large-scale plantations, 
which are likely to be low wage jobs and have poor working conditions (Via Campesina 2009: 
36; Oakland Institute 2010: 3; De Schutter 2011: 256-7). In relation to the biofuel debate it is 
stated that when converting traditional agriculture to growing crops intended for the 
production of fuel it limits the opportunities for employment. Furthermore it contributes to 
migration and causes a serious threat to food security as food normally distributed on local 
markets disappear, resulting in increasing food prices (FOEE, 2010; Via Campesina, 2009).  
Even if the terminology applied by the different actors may vary, the broad message and 
position in relation to the social impact is the same: Indigenous people and local farmers are 
losing access to the land on which their livelihood depends (Cochrane 2011: 2; Cotula 2009: 
15; FOEE 2010: 20; GRAIN 2008: 2; Via Campesina 2009: 35; Oakland Institute 2010: 2; De 
Schutter 2011: 256-7). Also, generally for the terminology applied in this camp, is that the 
words ‘property rights’ are not consistently applied. Instead, it is in this case essential that 
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investors and governments in the recipient countries recognize and respect the local rights in 
general (FOEE, 2010: 20; Oakland Institute, 2010: 30), i.e. not only specifically in relation to 
property rights, but in relation to the right to food security, the misdeed in the process of 
“swindling” people of their land (which may or may not be legally defined), which results in 
loss of access to resources. In other words concepts such as food sovereignty, loss of access to 
resources and loss of identity and culture as a result of disrespecting local rights (Cochrane 
2011; Cotula 2009; FOEE 2010; GRAIN 2008; Via Campesina 2009; Oakland Institute 2010; De 
Schutter 2011), constitute the main argument and concern of the ‘pessimistic view’ of the 
scale.   
4.4 Environment and biofuels 
Foreign land investments to promote the production of biofuels may also have environmental 
benefits and downsides. While some actors argue that the use of biofuel is a good instrument 
to combat climate change, others are more concerned with the local implications that 
intensive crop production can have. Therefore this section examines the actors according to 
the parameter: To what extent and in what way are environmental consequences addressed? 
4.4.1 Positioning of actors 
Each actor has been placed on the scale below, starting with the strong environmental views 
on the left, moving the opinions that are less focused on the environmental aspects of the 
production of biofuels on the right.                                     
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To start out with the actor demonstrating the greatest concern for the environmental 
consequences of biofuel production is the Institute for European Environmental Policy [IEEP]. 
As the title ‘Anticipated Indirect Land Use Change Associated with Expanded Use of Biofuels 
and Bioliquids in the EU –A Analysis of the National Renewable Energy Action Plans’ suggests, 
IEEP specifically concentrates on the issue of Indirect Land Use Change (ILUC), while unlike 
the other actors in the debate, views on the social and economic impacts of biofuels are 
entirely neglected. IEEP argues that the National Renewable Energy Action Plans (NREAPs) 
for 23 of the member countries will eventually lead to between 80.5% and 167% more 
Greenhouse Gas emissions (GHG) than meeting the same need through fossil fuels use 
(Bowyer, 2011: 2). In addition, IEEP holds that failure to deliver reduced GHG emission from 
biofuels remains the same even when far lower estimates from land use change are applied. 
According to the IEEP, increased investment in biofuels production should under no 
circumstances be considered a solution to the climate challenges (ibid: 21).  
  
The report: “Another Inconvenient Truth. How biofuel policies are deepening poverty and 
accelerating climate change” published by Oxfam International, also centers specifically on 
the negative consequences of ILUC. Similar to the IEEP, Oxfam International argues that 
biofuels are neither a solution to the climate crisis nor to the oil crisis (Oxfam International, 
2008: 2). The strong rhetoric is clearly reflecting the opinions of the organization, e.g. “(…) all 
the oil we have sucked out of the Earth and burned (…)” and “unsustainable nightmare” (ibid, 5). 
Oxfam International directly accuses the European Commission for not taking into account 
Paul J. Crutzen’s5 new evidence on emission on nitrogen-fertilizers (ibid: 10) and points to the 
lobbying on the part of the European car industry (ibid: 13). Oxfam International and IEEP 
share the same opinions when it comes to ILUC, but differentiates when it comes to rhetoric. 
Moreover, Oxfam International expresses a particular concern with the deepening of poverty 
as a consequence of biofuels production (Oxfam International, 2008: 34).  
 
Located next to Oxfam International are FOEE and Via Campesina. Different from the first 
two actors, FOEE does not comment directly on the ILUC but on a range of detrimental 
environmental impacts such as deforestation, loss of habitat, soil degradation as a result of 
                                                        
5
 The acknowledged Dutch Nobel prize winning atmospheric chemist    
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inappropriate farming methods, water pollution from pesticide and fertilizer use, and 
depletion of water resources (FOEE, 2010: 22). The focus is on the more tangible direct effects 
that agrofuels has on the Earth. Like the previous two actors, FOEE comments, although 
indirectly, on the European climate targets, arguing that “Up to a third of the deals for land are 
reported to be for land to grow agrofuel crops, to supply overseas market, most notably in the 
European Union” (ibid: 8). The international peasant movement Via Campesina is placed 
together with FOEE on the scale. Noticeably, Via Campesina shares the same position with 
FOEE and Oxfam International although within different areas. Firstly, both Via Campesina 
and FOEE demonstrate great concern for the specific crop Jatopha (Via Campesina, 2007, 5-
15). Secondly, the statement “The only answer to the threat of climate change is to reduce 
energy use worldwide”, reflects the same opinion as presented by Oxfam International (ibid: 
35).  
 
Having dealt with the four actors that stress the damaging environmental effects of biofuels 
production, the RTSD under OECD is placed further up the line. The notion of the RTSD is 
similar to that of IEEP, as they both believe that the overall environmental impacts of biofuels 
will very easily exceed those of petrol and mineral diesel (Doornbosch, 2007: 5). However, 
different from the previous discussed actors, the RTSD demonstrates more openness and 
positivity towards further research into the cultivation of biofuels. In other words, although 
acknowledging the severe environmental impacts connected to the production of biofuels, 
RTSD suggests a continuation of biofuel production and trade, however under altered 
circumstances, e.g. by developing criteria to ensure sustainability (ibid: 7). This argument is 
further substantiated by looking at some sub-headings in the report: ‘What is the ultimate 
potential for biofuels technology?’, ‘The economic potential for biofuels’ and ‘How to develop 
international trade in biofuels’ (ibid: 10: 18: 29), i.e. the environmental impacts, commented 
on in the report, are not ‘sufficiently damaging’ for the organization to want the investments 
in biofuels halted.  
 
Moving up the scale is the World Bank report along with an article by Deininger. In both 
cases, environmental sustainability criteria are presented as one of selected areas where 
attentions should be focused i.e. the environment should be taken into account, however, 
without being the center of attention, as seen in some of the previous examples presented 
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above. Worth noticing is the attitude towards environmental issues, which varies quite 
drastically from the past examples.  
 
The World Bank and Deininger stress the need to differentiate between the types of land on 
which biofuels are cultivated. According to the World Bank, deforestation is one of the world’s 
largest contributors to GHG emissions. By increasing productivity and farmland expansion in 
non-forested areas, the biofuel production can thus be justified from an environmental 
perspective (World Bank Report, 2011: xiv). Similarly, Deininger takes his point of departure 
in the GHG emission stemming from the deforestation of land areas, pointing to the ethical 
question of using “inappropriate” land for biofuels (Deininger, 2011: 233). Similar to the 
RTSD, the report by the World Bank and the article by Deininger are predominantly positive, 
including the focus of the supply side as a solution to the problem, e.g. the notion of “Moving 
from Challenges to Opportunities” (World Bank, 2011).  
 
The RTSD, the World Bank and Deininger are situated closer to the middle than IEEP, Oxfam 
International, FOEE and Via Campesina, although still belonging to the same main position. 
Whereas in particular Oxfam International and Via Campesina focus on the demand side for 
providing a solution to the problem of climate change e.g. by improving car efficiency and 
reducing demand for transport (Oxfam International, 2007: 3), OECD takes a supply side 
position to the problem. Although very different in ideological background and scope, the 
actors presented until now have one thing in common: They all express concern for the 
environmental implications of biofuel cultivation. As a result, these are categorized as 
belonging to the first camp: ‘Environment as main focus’. In common for the remaining eight 
actors in the biofuel debate, is the fact that very limited/no concern for the environment is 
demonstrated, and thus these are located in the category: ‘Little focus on the environment’. 
The actors situated closest to middle are UNCTAD, the European Biodisel Board [EBB] and 
IFAP. This positioning does not however indicate that the opinions comply with the position 
presented so far. Instead, it means that these three actors do address the environment, 
although very differently than the actors belonging to the category: ‘Environment as main 
focus’.  
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The report published by UNCTAD demonstrates very little concern for the environment. The 
emphasis on this report is on an integrated policy approach to investments, technical capacity 
building and enterprise development. It is concerned with matters related to foreign direct 
investment and transfer of technology (UNCTAD, 2010: ii). UNCTAD is the only player who 
states that there is no definite pattern of environmental impacts in ‘Less Developed Countries’ 
resulting from TNCs existence (ibid: 33), thus being in direct opposition to the actors on the 
left-hand side of the middle.  
 
The next two actors on the scale share the same location based on their attitude towards 
biofuels and their lack of emphasis on environmental impacts. As the only two actors in this 
debate, both the IFAP and EBB seem to agree on the terms that biofuel production has a 
positive impact on the climate. IFAP argues that, “Biofuels are the best option currently 
available to bring down greenhouse gas emissions for the transport sector and thus help 
mitigate climate change (…)” (Borras et al, 2011: 11).   
 
At the far end of the environment scale, five actors cluster around the same location. These 
actors are all neglecting the environmental aspect in the biofuel debate. To start out, De 
Schutter and Cochrane’s articles are primarily concerned with the conflicting issues of 
human rights and investment in land, as opposed to the actual environmental impacts. The 
main issue in Cochrane’s article is food sovereignty and food security, whereas Schutter deals 
with three points of critiques of land investments for biofuels, which do not concern the 
environment: “Reframing the debate of land grabbing”, “The governance gap”, and “Ensuring 
security of tenure and guaranteeing national food security” (De Schutter, 2011).  
 
FAO, IIED, IFAD, GRAIN and Oakland Institute do not emphasize environmental 
implications. The only point that could be related to the environment, is the fact that they all 
believe that concepts such as “available”, “idle” and “waste” land, used to justify land 
allocations to investors, need to be critically analyzed (Cotula et al, 2009: 62). Standing in 
strong opposition to differentiating between land areas, as proposed by Deininger and the 
World Bank, Oakland Institute (2010: 21) questions if “arable” land can be defined at all. 
However in this respect, the discussion concerns the social rights and impact rather than the 
actual environmental impacts.   
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4.4.2 Discussion of positions 
Having outlined and compared the environmental opinions presented in the biofuel debate, 
by means of the ‘environment scale’, the positions will now be discussed and compared. 
Drawing on Colby’s five paradigms of environmental management, this will be done by 
specifically looking at certain themes within environmental management, providing a more 
general and clearer picture of the environmental landscape in the debate.  
 
Firstly, from the positioning in the above it is clear that they all have different views on the 
human-nature relationship. According to Colby, this ideological perception can vary from a 
purely anthropocentric focus, where humankind is regarded as the most central element of 
existence (as advocated in the school of Frontier Economics), to a Deep Ecology position, 
where biocentrism is valued, i.e. the rights of human beings are not more important than 
those of other living things (Colby, 1991). Referring to the scale, the actors located most to the 
right, FAO/IIED/IFAD, Oakland Institute, GRAIN, Cochrane, and De Schutter support this 
anthropocentric position. According to Colby, this opinion on the human-nature relationship 
belongs to the Frontier Economics. It should be noted that this group of actors cannot be 
aligned with all of the views within Frontier Economics. The opinions of this group of actors 
converge in regard to environment and the dominant threat of the society, which is seen as 
hunger, poverty, diseases and natural disasters, i.e. the main concern of ‘Frontier Economics’ 
is the wellbeing of the humans, without the recognition of the environment as contributing to 
this aspect (ibid, 196).  
 
In contrast to this opinion, the dominant threats of the biocentric view are the collapse of the 
ecosystem and “unnatural disaster”. The Deep Ecologist believes that man is subservient to 
nature, i.e. the view of the relationship between man and nature is said to be ‘harmonious’. 
Whether or not the IEEP belongs to the Deep Ecologist school of thought on different issues is 
irrelevant. The crucial point here is that the position advocated by the IEEP does not share 
any anthropocentric characteristics, i.e. the focus is purely placed on the care for the 
environment. IEEP does not expect the whole world to turn to pre-industrial rural lifestyles, 
as suggested by the Deep Ecologist. Instead, greater efficiency savings in the sector and 
increased emphasis on the use of advanced fuels is proposed (Bowyer, 2011). According to 
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Colby, the relationship between humans and nature can also be characterized as being 
ecocentric, where social, ecological and economic concerns are integrated (Colby, 1991: 204). 
Here, the dominant threats are ecological uncertainty and global change. Both Oxfam 
International and Via Campesina share this view, regarding the opinions of the human-nature 
relationship. The answer to the uncertainty is a restructuring of the economy and 
consumption, e.g.: “The only answer to the threat of climate change is to reduce energy use 
worldwide” (Via Campesina, 2007: 35). This position holds that the economy should be 
“ecologized”, i.e. recognizing human activities to be synergetic with ecosystem processes to 
achieve a “positive sum game” between the two factors. Both Oxfam International and Via 
Campesina demonstrate deep concern for the environmental and social consequences of the 
production of biofuels, advocating change in human activities.  
 
Regarding who pays for pollution, another theory holds that the “polluter” itself or the public 
at large should pay for the damage exerted on the environment. The main theme of this focus 
is to attempt to reach an “optimum pollution level”, where compensation principles should be 
established. This is also referred to as Environmental Protection. UNCTAD agrees with this, as 
integrated policy approach to investments, technical capacity building and enterprise 
development is in focus. Here, the human-nature relationship is strongly anthropocentric 
where the dominant threats are health impacts of pollution and endangered species. Instead 
of focusing on the synergetic relationship between ecology and economy, UNCTAD focuses on 
the necessity to choose between either the environment or the economy, as environmental 
concerns are perceived as “anti-developing” (Colby, 1991: 200). First priority is to spur 
economic growth, through free trade policies, public-private relationships and FDIs (UNCTAD, 
2009), i.e. since economic analysis seeks only monetary types of information, environmental 
concerns only mount to added cost for the company, as ecological benefits are difficult to 
quantify (Colby, 1991, 202).      
 
Having stated the opposing arguments on the human-nature relationships, the dominant 
threats and the conviction on “who pays” for pollution, the Resource Management paradigm 
represents a position that merges Deep Ecology with Frontier Economics. In this case, the 
human-nature relationship is modified anthropocentric as seen in the perspective presented 
by the World Bank, Deininger and RTSD. As demonstrated in the above, these actors are 
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concerned with the supply side solution to the problem by recommending under which 
circumstances the biofuel production should take place, as opposed to the Deep ecology/Eco-
Development where nature is seen as being either superior or equal to mankind. In this 
position, the interdependence between the nature and development is reflected by the fact 
that economic and social sustainability is seen as a necessary constraint before “green 
growth” can take place. Distinct from the other four paradigms, Resource Management views 
resource degradation, poverty and population growth as the dominant threats to 
development and hence these are felt more severely than pollution. The strong focus on 
resources are represented by FOEE who does not comment specifically on a range of 
detrimental environmental impacts such as deforestation, soil degradation or water pollution 
(FOEE, 2010: 22), i.e. the focus is placed on the tangible direct effects that agrofuel production 
has on the Earth. Similarly, the World Bank and Deininger’s article distinguish between types 
of land used for cultivation of agrofuels. The focus is on the environmental resources available 
in the continuation of producing biofuels. Much of the work is focused on ‘getting the prices 
(of all resources) right’, where ecology is economized and seen as interdependent (Colby, 
1991: 204). 
    
Having applied the theoretical framework of Colby in relation to environmental management 
it is clear that the themes where the positions contrast most evidently is within the view on 
the human-nature relationship, the dominant threats and ‘who pays?’ for pollution. However, 
although for example the World Bank and Via Campesina have very different opinions within 
some of the other policy areas, e.g. macroeconomic policy, they belong to the same camp 
regarding the environment, as illustrated in Figure 6.  
4.5 Concluding remarks 
Looking closely at the different scales, it is clear that, although often located in the same 
position, the exact location of the actors varies from scale to scale. It is particularly the case 
when comparing the environmental scale with the rest, suggesting that the approach to 
theory characterized by the usage of ‘theoretically interesting questions” (Lund, 2010:26-27) 
serves to identify nuances that otherwise would be disregarded. Additionally, applying theory 
heuristically, in which concepts are extracted from selected theories, one can identify the 
contending perceptions that actors have of these concepts, while also discovering the 
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limitation of specific theories, as it provides instances where theory cannot cover the opinions 
of specific actors. The case of the type of agriculture provides a good example, because the 
small-scale position does not fit the heterodox/orthodox distinction. A substantive approach 
would make the theory cover all the empirical material, including the small scale position, as 
it would identify the position according to what the theory dictates, and not vice versa.  
Although various reports on the issue have been published, there is only limited available 
empirical evidence, implying that the reports on foreign land investments are often more 
theoretical than factual in their argumentation. It might suggest that the actors are 
preconceived by their respective theoretical thinking and thus build up their argumentation 
and reach the conclusions that their respective theories determine: A lot of the reports and 
policy statements are likely to approach theory, according to Mouzelis’ first description, in a 
non-reflective manner, where substantive statements are reproduced, according to their 
individual set of logic (Mouzelis, 1995:2-3). Because of this ideological basis of the actors, 
their initial hypothesis can easily be strengthened, through the (lack of) empirical evidence 
and thus reach the most convenient conclusions. Given that the actors represent different 
stakeholders in the society, and thus have different interests to accommodate, it is not 
surprising that they wish to guide the conclusion in a particular direction. However, given the 
leverage of some of the actors e.g. the World Bank, FAO, UNCTAD, etc. this may be regarded as 
critical for the development process in general.       
 
5. Presence of contending positions in the EU sustainability 
criteria 
In this chapter the EU sustainability criteria implemented in Article 17 of the Renewable 
Energy Directive (RED) 2009/28/EC are examined, detecting similarities with the positions 
identified in the current debate analyzed in chapter 4. In order to do this, the following 
chapter is divided into four main sections. First, the development of the criteria is described, 
including an introduction to the public consultation that was conducted during the legislative 
process. Secondly, the stakeholder contributions from the public consultation are examined 
on the basis of the notion that the current debate is a complex matter, entailing both 
environmental and socio-economic concerns. Next the findings in the contributions are 
compared with the sustainability criteria. And finally the criteria are examined in the light of 
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the concept of sustainability. In all, these sections assess how the current debate is reflected in 
the EU policies on the sustainability of biofuels.   
5.1 Introduction to the sustainability criteria 
The process of developing the targets on renewable energy and biofuels with the concomitant 
sustainability criteria in the RED involves five steps6. These steps are illustrated in figure 8 
below. 
 
 
 
 
 
Step 1. 
Renewable Energy Roadmap 
In the Renewable Energy Roadmap, part of the overall strategic review ‘An energy policy for 
Europe’ (European Union, 2007), the Commission sets out proposals for mandatory targets on 
renewable energy in the EU. Among these proposals was the proposal of a 20 % target for the 
share of renewable energy in the overall energy consumption in the EU in 2020 (European 
Commission, 2007: 3) and a minimum target based on conservative assumptions of 10 % 
biofuels in overall consumption of petrol and diesel in transport (European Commission, 
2007:10). At this stage there is no mention of any sustainability criteria.    
Step 2. The endorsement of the Council and the European Parliament 
The Commission’s Renewable Energy Roadmap is subject to consultation in the European 
Parliament and the Council7. The Council endorses the roadmap indirectly, as they base their 
energy Action Plan 2007-2009 on the communication from the Commission ‘An energy policy 
for Europe’, in which the roadmap is an integrated part (European Council, 2007:13).  In the 
                                                        
6 This division is our own interpretation reflecting the main developments in the policy process as stated in the 
‘Renewable Energy Progress Report’ (European Commission, 2009:2) and not the actual legislative process, 
which obviously is much more complicated.   
7
 The Roadmap was subject to consultation at the European institutions more or less simultaneously with the public. 
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Action Plan the 20 % target for renewable energy and the 10 % target for biofuels in transport 
are reaffirmed, noting that “The binding character of this target is appropriate subject to 
production being sustainable (…)” (European Council, 2007:21). In Parliament a report is 
made on the Renewable Energy Roadmap, which is subsequently subject to a vote in the 
relevant committees. Parliament endorses the roadmap and adopts a final text (European 
Parliament, 2007a), in which the targets are affirmed, although with some additional 
comments on the sustainability criteria. This will be elaborated further in the final section of 
this chapter (European Parliament, 2007b:§§7,45).    
Step 3. Public consultation 
Between 16/05/2007 and 18/06/2007 the Commission held a public consultation on ‘Biofuel 
issues in the new legislation on the promotion of renewable energy’. The consultation was one 
of several in order to account for stakeholder views on the mentioned targets for renewable 
energy (European Commission, 2008:5). In general, a public consultation is conducted in 
order for all stakeholders to have a voice in the vast amount of information spurred in the EU 
and is part of the subsidiary principle. The subject is not only to be heard but provides 
policymakers with (new) angles or in this case possible implications either positive and/or 
negative (European Commission, 2011). 
Another consultation was held relating to a review of the’ Biofuel Directive’ (2003/30/EC) in 
2006. Here some of the foundation for the 2007 consultation in question was laid regarding 
the wish of stakeholders to include sustainability (Londo et al., 2006:15). 
The 2007 consultation was internet-based and contributors were to deliver their answers in 
an online questionnaire (see appendix 2). Although it has been difficult to collect information 
about this process, interviews with some of the stakeholders (The Danish Energy Agency, the 
Danish Transport & Logistics Association and NOAH) suggest that everyone had access. The 
categorization of the stakeholder contributions is presented in appendix 3a, b and c.   
Step 4. Proposal for a directive 
In the document ‘Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources’ the Commission seeks to 
establish mandatory targets on the basis of the consultation practices carried out and awaits 
verification. In the proposal both targets are once again reaffirmed. “This Proposal for a 
Directive aims to establish an overall binding target of a 20% share of renewable energy sources 
in energy consumption and a 10% binding minimum target for biofuels in transport to be 
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achieved by each Member State” (European Commission, 2008:2). Regarding the sustainability 
criteria, the proposal emphasizes the fact that the sustainability criteria are environmental 
and that these criteria are directed towards the internal market, which is “considered to be the 
primary objective” (European Commission, 2008:8).   
Step 5. Renewable Energy Directive (RED) 
The final agreements on the targets for renewable energy, including the sustainability criteria 
for biofuels, are implemented in the RED in 2009. The contents of Article 17 of the RED are 
discussed further in the last section of this chapter.  
5.2 Examination of stakeholder contributions 
In the following section the stakeholder contributions are examined in-depth. The 
contributions have been identified and categorized (see appendix 3 & 4) and the general 
findings from this process are outlined below providing concrete examples. Subsequently the 
possible reasons for these findings are explained.    
5.2.1 General findings in the examination of contributions 
Having processed these contributions, by means of identification and categorization (cf. 
appendices 3a,b,c & 4a,b,c), some general findings are evident. These are statistically 
represented in appendix 5. Interestingly, although 122 stakeholders constitute the empirical 
material the different opinions do not diverge extensively. Different from the general debate, 
the stakeholder contributions are not equally distributed/represented in two opposing camps. 
An example of this is seen in that 91.8 percent of the respondents answered, “yes” to the 
question: “Do you think the ‘possible way forward’ described above is feasible?” referring to the 
proposed sustainability criteria by the EU (appendix 2: 7). Only 10 stakeholders (8.2 percent 
of the respondents) were in opposition. Although they possibly could have been positioned in 
the same group as e.g. Via Campesina, GRAIN, FOEE and IEEP on the ‘environmental scale’ this 
limited amount hardly constitutes a ‘main position’ (appendix 5)8.  
 
To elaborate, the two seemingly contending actors; one operating to preserve the 
environment, Greenpeace, and another from the car industry, Peugeot/Citroen, agree on the 
questions asked by the consultation. As an answer to the question on whether second 
                                                        
8
 The position of these 10 actors will be elaborated on in section 5.2.2.1 (The time factor) 
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generation biofuels should be produced only if it promotes GHG savings, both actors’ answer is 
“no”: “Second generation biofuels should at least bring the same CO2 savings than those of the 
first generation: they should be considered favorable if they achieve the three criteria listed in 
BOX 1 of the consultation document” (Peugeot Citroen, 2007, 2). Similarly Greenpeace answers: 
“Like first-generation biofuels, second-generation biofuels should also comply with a minimum 
level of greenhouse gas savings of 60%, compared to petrol or diesel. Higher emissions savings 
should be rewarded with higher support” (Greenpeace, 2007, 3).  
 
Generally speaking, the contributions are very similar, as a majority of the stakeholders share 
the opinion that the EU renewable energy target is feasible. Many stakeholders even provide 
very supportive answers, some of these by putting a pressure on the EU to proceed with 
reaching the target: “(…) if the EU chooses not to proceed in this direction, it needs to 
compensate automakers for its refusal to utilize this suite of low-cost available options by 
adjusting the CO2 targets upwards significantly reflecting its decision to compel automakers to 
use less effective, higher cost options” (General Motors, 2007: 5). In other words, General 
Motors demands compensation for spending time and resources on developing sustainable 
transport in vain if EU decides to withdraw the plan.  
 
However, despite the general consensus in the stakeholder contributions, the opinions on the 
development of the sustainability criteria differ (though some of these different proposals for 
criteria are identical, e.g. the contributions by NIEL and WWF). To provide an example World 
Wildlife Fund and Northern Ireland Environmental Link require: “A much greater level of detail 
about the system” while demanding that EU is concerned with “where bioenergy feedstocks are 
produced, how bioenergy feedstocks are produced, the GHG emissions and carbon losses, and 
food, land and water displacements (NIEL, 2007: 1-2; WWF, 2007). Similar to the majority of 
the other stakeholder contributions, Climate Alliance agrees that there is a need to increase 
the share of biofuels. However, this should be achieved by taking the environmental costs of 
biofuels into account (Climate Alliance, 2007). In the contribution from the UN, the 
sustainability criteria for reaching the EU climate target are outlined in more detail, suggesting 
that EU should assure a negative GHG balance, soil conservation, no contamination or 
depletion of water, no or reduced air pollution, good labor conditions, minimal competition 
with food production, increased livelihoods of local populations, and minimal displacement 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
57 
(UN, 2007). Citroen seemingly shares some of the same concerns with the UN, as they also 
suggest a clear CO2 emission reduction and more efficient use of land. However, interestingly 
29 percent of the stakeholders address socio-economic aspects as possible consequences of 
the Renewable Energy Directive (appendix 5). 
 
Seen from the graph in Figure 9 below, it is clear that only a minority of the stakeholder 
contributions address socio-economic issues in their answers, which is noticeable in 
comparison to the strongly represented ‘pessimistic position’ existent in the current debate 
(cf. figure 6). A different approach becomes relevant in relation to this, by examining how the 
stakeholders who addressed concern for the socio-economic issues, are distributed across the 
main categories. 
Figure 9: 
Distribution of Stakeholder Contributions in % 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To elaborate, not very surprisingly 51.2 percent of the stakeholders addressing socio-
economic concerns in their contributions are representing ‘NGOs’, while only 11.4 percent are 
representing the ‘Industry and Private Sector’ (cf. appendix 5). Similarly, the stakeholders in 
direct opposition to the criteria proposed by the EU (8,2 percent) are almost evenly 
distributed between ‘Member States and Institutions’ and ‘ NGOs’, i.e. all of the stakeholders 
within ‘Industries and Private Sector’ agree with the ‘possible way forward’.   
When processing the stakeholder contributions, it becomes evident that the range of positions 
is much less heterogeneous than the positions identified in the reports published by the 
respective actors in the general biofuel debate. This has an impact on the intended comparison 
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of the two sets of material. Having analyzed both, it is apparent that the connection between 
actors, with presumably the same views but from each empirical material (i.e. current reports 
and stakeholder contributions), is not as clear and straightforward as presumed. As a result, it 
has not been possible to directly relate the stakeholder contributions to the parameters 
presented in the former analysis as initially intended. 
5.2.2 Explanation of incongruence  
Based on the examination of the stakeholder contributions in the above, the following section 
seeks to investigate this appearing incongruence with the current debate by addressing the 
lack of heterogeneity. Possible explanations for the lack of heterogeneity in stakeholder 
contributions have been identified, including, 1) the time lag between 2007 when the public 
consultation took place and 2008-2011 when the majority of the selected reports on the 
matter were published, 2) the nature of the questionnaire, and finally, 3) the way in which 
public consultations take place.   
5.2.2.1 The time factor 
The time leap between the stakeholder contributions and the majority of the published 
reports that are available on the topic may have had an influence on the incongruence 
between the two analyses: As opposed to the reports published by the stakeholders in the 
general debate that generally seem to reflect large empirical material (e.g. the World Bank and 
FAO, IFAD and IIED reports), the stakeholder contributions seem to reflect far less concrete 
knowledge about the production of biofuels and its potential social and environmental 
implications. Whereas all the reports, regardless of their positive or negative position, 
comment on the environmental implications, it is noticeable that only 28,7 percent (27 out of 
122) (cf. appendix 5) of the stakeholder contributions addressed socio-economic aspects 
related to the production of biofuels in developing countries.    
  
At the point in time when the consultation took place much less research had been performed 
on environmental effects of biofuels production (Dunmore, 2011), which suggests that the 
opinions do not prevail as clearly as in the reports (of which most of them were published as 
late as 2010 - 2011), because the stakeholders have had insufficient information to make 
qualified judgments about the EU targets’ potential implications.  
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Ten of the stakeholder contributions stand out to the remaining opinions. These are: African 
Biodiversity Network, Biofuelwatch.uk, FOEE, NOAH (Friends of the Earth Denmark), FOE 
Malaysia, GJEP, CZ Biom, Svebio, Viennese Ombudsoffice for environmental protection, and 
CPE (see appendix 3a, b & c). Different from the remaining actors, these ten stakeholder 
contributions oppose EU’s new renewable energy strategy on biofuels. They have different 
arguments for doing so and different areas of focus: African Biodiversity Network point to “A 
study done by Pimentel and Patzek at Ivy League University Cornell in 2005 which demonstrated 
that turning plants, such as corn, soybeans and sunflowers into fuel uses much more energy than 
the resulting ethanol or biodiesel generates” (African Biodiversity Network, 2007: 1-2). Also 
opposing, although for a completely different reason is Svebio, Swedish Bioenergy Association. 
Its aim is to increase the use of bioenergy and argues that bioenergy is an important part of a 
sustainable, renewable energy system. In their contribution concerning the sustainability 
criteria they oppose further regulation, stating that legislation for natural protection and 
conservation is already in place. “We are strongly opposed to the introduction of a regulation of 
the type described in the proposal” (Svebio, 2007:1). From their point of view the energy and 
carbon balances from their members use of biomass are positive, so further regulation would 
only pose a bureaucratic burden (Svebio, 2007: 1-2).  
  
Biowhatch.uk argues that: “Sustainability criterion 1 suggests achieving a minimum level of 
greenhouse gas savings. 10% greenhouse gas savings would translate into less than 1% 
greenhouse gas savings from overall road transport fuel use even if the 10% 2020 target could be 
met. This would be virtually irrelevant, particularly with overall road transport emissions rising 
fast”. As this suggest, some did point out the lack of greenhouse gas savings connected to 
biofuel production back in 2007. As the first analysis shows (cf. chapter 4) this is one of the 
main arguments concerning the environment in the current debate on biofuels, as in the 
reports by RTSD and IEEP, in which they argue that overall environmental impacts of biofuels 
easily can exceed those of petrol and mineral diesel (Doornbosch, 2007: 5; Bowyer, 2011: 2). 
 
That timing may have contributed to the general lack of discrepancy in the responses by the 
stakeholders is supported by Peter Willumsen (2011) from the Danish Energy Agency 
(Energistyrelsen) who notes that particularly ILUC has been subject to increased interest and 
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attention in the general debate that has flourished in the past couple of years. Also Hans 
Martin Kühl (2011) from the Danish Ministry of Climate and Energy and Ole Holm (2011), 
Business Policy Director at DTL, argue that the debate has evolved since the public 
consultations in 2007. Concerning this development, Kühl (2011) remarks that before 2007 
biofuel production was regarded as a solution to all sorts of problems, including the 
underdevelopment of some countries. But with the food crisis in 2008 it became more 
controversial and much more complex. Ole Holm (2011) notes that the debate changed when 
it became clear that biofuels are not necessarily as environmentally friendly as originally 
assumed and implies questions of food, poverty and hunger. It is a good option in the short 
term, but since there is not enough biomass for all needs and purposes (food, feed stock etc.) 
other alternatives to fossil fuels are required for the longer term. In 2007 when the public 
consultation took place DTL was not aware of the socio-economic implications and indirect 
environmental effects, such as food security, soil degradation and lack of CO2 savings to the 
extent they are today. However, since there is no real alternative, consumption cannot just be 
stopped form one day to the other without restructuring the whole transport sector (Holm, 
2011).  
5.2.2.2 The nature of the questionnaire 
A second factor possibly explaining the difference in opinions in the stakeholder contributions 
and the reports analyzed in chapter 4 may be contributed to different factors related to the EU 
questionnaire; ‘The Biofuel issues in the new legislation on the promotion of renewable 
energy. Public consultation exercise, April – May 2007’ (appendix 2). Drawing on literature by 
the social research professor Martyn Denscombe, some theoretical interesting questions have 
been developed, to structure this section. These include: Does the research methodology 
applied by the EU affect the answers of the question? Does the rhetorical appeal, applied in the 
questionnaire, influence the stakeholder contributions? And does the ideological assumption 
by the EU shine through in the questionnaire, which in turn influences the responses?    
To start out, with the very nature of the questionnaire as a research method in general 
Denscombe argues that: “Questionnaires can provide standardized answers to the extent that all 
respondents are posed with exactly the same question” (Denscombe, 1999: 105). This can be 
viewed as being both positive and negative. The advantage is there is no scope of variation in 
respect to changing the wordings or the manner, in which the question is asked. This 
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eliminates any ‘interpersonal factors’ that may affect the data collected. However, in relation 
to the EU questionnaire, the positive value of this can be discussed. Considering the 
homogeneity of stakeholder contributions it could be questioned, whether this unified 
research type can be characterized as an appropriate mean of approaching a rather complex 
issue. If the answers and responses are structured and shaped by the questionnaire does this 
not inevitably shape the responses of the questions in a way that reflect the researcher’s 
thinking rather than the responses?  
This may be the case when taking a closer look at the questionnaire. Four topics are set 
forward:  1. How should a biofuel sustainability system be designed? 2. How should overall effects 
on land use be monitored? 3. How should the use of second-generation biofuels be encouraged? 4. 
What further action is needed to make it possible to achieve a 10% biofuel share? (appendix 2). 
Common for these questions is that they are structured around technical matters such as, 
taxation policy, individual crop production, the administrative burden of the production of 
biofuels etc. Noticeably, none of the issues and possible problems addressed in the 
questionnaire is concerned with neither social nor economic impacts of the host country and 
its rural population, i.e. the situation is dealt with from a biofuel suppliers’ point of view. As a 
result, this requires the participants of the stakeholder contributions to be specifically aware 
and concerned with the conditions in developing countries in order to address the problems 
that may be related to the increased production of biofuels. E.g. as seen in the stakeholder 
contribution from the UN, an individual section labeled “context” is presented, in which the UN 
address socio-economic aspects of increasing the biofuel production. However, although 
concerns are expressed about the potential harmful consequences in the recipient country, the 
UN (as previously stated) still welcomes EU’s “decision to establish targets for energy efficiency 
and its use of renewable energy sources” (UN, 2007). 
 
The only place in the EU questionnaire where concern is expressed for environmental impacts 
on the host country is in section 2, regarding the overall effects on land use for biofuels. 
However, according to the EU, “this land use change will be associated with greenhouse gas 
savings from biofuel use. It will have other environmental effects. These could be positive or 
negative. The environmental effect of using land that would otherwise have been used for an out-
of-town housing development is different from the effect of using land that would have been a 
biodiverse habitat” (Appendix 2:8). Here, it is implied that ILUC may also have positive effects, 
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justifying the production by distinguishing between what type of land is being used for the 
potential cultivation of biofuel crops. Also, noticeably although much emphasis is placed on 
the issue of ILUC, once again, it is only the environmental aspects of this problem that are 
addressed. However, it does not take much effort, to realize, that if ILUC possibly may have 
harmful environmental consequences, some social consequences will inevitably follow. E.g. 
soil depletion, scarce water supply and pollution also have social impacts/“indirect societal 
changes”.   
 
In addition, the ideological assumptions of the EU are also somewhat reflected in the 
questionnaire. This is seen in that prior to every cluster of questions in the questionnaire, a 
“problem” and “possible way forward” and in some cases “the current situation” is presented. 
Here, the EU’s opinion about the complexity of the biofuel debate, including the problems and 
possibilities are proposed. This is broad forward by a very positive tone and register, as e.g. 
seen in the previous example and by the repetitive use of words such as: ”possible”, “option” 
and “simple incentive system” (ibid).  In brief one may argue that the thematic emphasis 
presented by the EU including their slightly appearing ideological assumptions, may guide the 
responses in a direction that reflects the logic of EU.    
 
Having briefly approached the basic rhetoric and nature of the questionnaire, it seems 
relevant to also look at the way in which the questions are presented. E.g. some of the 
questions in the questionnaire may be characterized as ‘leading questions’, which are defined 
as: “Questions which suggest an answer or which prompt the respondent to give a particular kind 
of answer” (Denscombe, 1999: 99). An example of this in the EU questionnaire is the question: 
“Do you think a ‘possible way forward’ described above is feasible?” Firstly, this question is 
characterized as a ‘closed’ question (yes or no), which once again, gives rise to uniform 
answers, i.e. the respondents may not be able to fully express their opinion in a way that 
accounts for any sophistication. Furthermore, this question may be misleading, as it implies a 
very simple answer to a very complex issue. As seen in the statistics above 91.8 percent of the 
respondents answer ‘yes’ to this question, although individual criteria for succeeding with a 
‘possible way forward’ are varying. As a result, in theory no matter how well the question may 
be elaborated on, the answer is still “yes, a possible way forward is feasible”. Another example 
on a closed question in the EU questionnaire is: “Should second-generation biofuels only be able 
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to benefit from these advantages [economic subsidies] if they also achieve a defined level of 
greenhouse gas savings? (appendix 2:9). This question implies a focus on the benefits from 
second-generation biofuels such as food security concerns, but this is not mentioned as an 
issue anywhere in the questionnaire. Besides, from being simplified and expecting some 
creativity of the respondent, this questions is somewhat closed in that it centers the attention 
on greenhouse gas savings, which few would not appreciate. Therefore, not strongly 
dependent on what incentives the different actors may have in the biofuel debate, be it 
economically, politically or ideologically, the majority would answer ‘yes’ to this question. As 
stated by the Society of Motor Manufactures and Trader Limited (2007: 1): “It would be 
inappropriate to encourage one fuel technology to the detriment of another if the greenhouse gas 
savings were similar”. In other words, it is suggested that the question is rather irrelevant 
considering the context in which it is asked. Obviously, none of the actors in the EU are (at 
least officially) interested in taking actions that would increase the GHG emission. 
5.2.2.3 The homogeneity of the stakeholder 
A third factor relevant to consider in relation to explaining the lack of divergence in the 
contributions, is the characteristics of the stakeholders that were included in the consultation. 
It was not possible to get concrete information on this particular process regarding the public 
consultation in question from the EU. However, the Commission has a general consultation 
website on which everyone (although special target groups are identified) can access active 
consultations without prior invitation. The format may change: sometimes one is encouraged 
to send an e-mail with comments on a specific issue, and other times, like in this case, there is 
a questionnaire to fill out (see appendix 6). Interviews conducted with some of the 
stakeholders, including The Danish Energy Agency, the Danish Transport & Logistics 
Association and NOAH, suggest that everyone had access to the questionnaire.  
 
Although presented as an open consultation, one may question this openness based on the 
conditions for participating reflected on below. Apart from the more basic and obvious 
preconditions for participating in the public consultation, such as access to internet, the 
capacity of stakeholders to continually up-date themselves on new and relevant consultations 
is particularly important. In relation to this, connections in Brussels thus also seem to be a de 
facto criterion for partaking in the public consultation, as for instance offices or sister 
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organizations in Brussels may considerably facilitate getting informed about the date of 
consultation etc.   
 
The categorization of the stakeholder contributions made by the Commission suggested an 
equal representation9 within each of the three categories, in contrast to our categorization, in 
which industry and private sector are overrepresented, compared to NGOs, member states 
and institutions10, implying that network is indeed very important. Holm from DTL, for 
instance, recalls having gotten information on the consultation from business contacts in 
Brussels (Holm, 2011).  
 
Moreover there is a seemingly overrepresentation of contributions from the UK. When 
examining EU Member States’ import of biofuels to meet the demand in 2020, the UK ranks in 
the top of biofuel dependent nations, after Luxembourg and Cyprus (Bowyer, 2011:8). This 
may suggest that due to dependency on imported biofuels, the UK may be particularly 
interested in development within the area and perhaps also more likely to be in favor of the 
increased production of biofuel crops, in order to increase supply and competition, and thus 
lower prices.  Furthermore, there is a clear underrepresentation of contributions from non-
Western countries, whom, due to lack of connections in Brussels are, it may be argued, 
‘indirectly excluded’.  
 
5.3 Influence of stakeholder contributions in the sustainability criteria 
 
As accounted for in the analysis of the stakeholder contributions in the above there is 
incongruence between these and the current debate because of the time factor, the nature of 
the questionnaire and the process of indirect selection related to the homogeneity of the 
stakeholders that participated. This would imply that incongruence is also to be found 
between the debate and the sustainability criteria as the public consultation is presumed to 
have an influence on the final criteria. Therefore, it is relevant to examine this influence.  
 
To compare the findings of the stakeholder contributions with the sustainability criteria in 
‘Article 17’ (appendix 1), the summary of the public consultation that the Commission 
                                                        
9
 Industry and Private Sector: 57, Member State and Institutions: 70, and NGOs:63 
10
 Industry and Private Sector: 76, Member State and Institutions: 21, and NGOs: 21 
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presents in its ‘Proposal for a directive’ is useful. In this the Commission states that the 
support for a stronger policy on renewable energy sources is high and that the use of 
commitments and recognition of externalities is also supported. The acknowledgement 
towards climate change and concerns regarding securing EU energy supply was also well 
received. Moreover, the “criteria regarding which types of land not to be used for the purpose of 
producing biofuels (…)” and the fact that “ (…) the use of biofuels should lead to a minimum GHG 
emission savings was not only supported but proposed by many contributors to be subject to 
further restrictions” (European Commission, 2008:6). The negative consequences of increased 
biofuel production, on the other hand, is accounted for in just three lines stating that concerns 
is primarily about the pressure put on resources used for biofuels which can be used for other 
purposes than energy and that greater utilization can lead to shortages or course damaging 
effects to the environment (ibid).  
 
Based on the fact that only 8.2 percent of the stakeholder contributions did not support EU in 
continuing with ‘a possible way forward’, the summary of the stakeholder contributions as 
seen in the ‘Proposal for a directive’ seems rather legitimate. However, considering the fact 
that 35 stakeholders out of 122 did explicitly encourage EU to consider the socio-economic 
danger of reaching the biofuel targets, it is noticeable how these considerations are only 
reflected very little in Article 17. In brief, it seems that the opinion of the stakeholder group 
‘Industry and Private Sector’ is most apparent in the proposal and the directive, e.g. through 
the focus on: “ (…) boosting investment in energy efficiency, renewable energy and new 
technologies has wide-reaching benefits and contributes to the EU’s strategy for growth and 
jobs” (European Commission, 2008: 3). In addition, it is also stressed that a legislative 
framework will provide the business community with stability to secure a competitive energy 
future but implemented with a high level of transparency not to obstruct the use of renewable 
energy (ibid).   
5.4 The criteria in light of the concept of sustainability 
The comparison above suggests that the influence of the stakeholder contributions in the final 
sustainability criteria is rather limited. Furthermore it seems as though only parts of the 
opinions have been included, neglecting the socio-economic concerns of the stakeholders. In 
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the following section this argument is further explored through an examination of the criteria 
in light of the concept: ‘Sustainability’.   
In 1987 the World Commission on Environment and Development (Brundtland Commission) 
published its report in which the concept ‘sustainable development’ was presented and 
defined as: “development which meets the needs of current generations without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (UNECE, 2011), thus implying that it 
covers economic, social and environmental aspects, i.e. aspects that are all addressed and 
covered in the current debate about foreign land investment and biofuels (cf. chapter 4). It 
was also promoted in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) that environmental 
sustainability is part of global economic and social well-being (UN, 2010). This definition is 
useful in relation to the EU directive about the promotion of the use of energy from renewable 
sources, particularly Article 17: ‘Sustainability criteria for biofuels and bioliquids’ (see 
appendix 1), which specifically relates to the concept of sustainability.  
However, looking closer at Article 17, it is interesting to assess how the word “sustainability” 
is referred to differently from the way in which the word is defined above. In the RED, Article 
17, the actual sustainability criteria are set out in §§ 2 to 6 and concerns GHG emission 
savings and the demand that raw material obtained from defined types of land should not be 
used for production of biofuels and bioliquids (Appendix 1). Only if the biofuels and bioliquids 
fulfill the sustainability criteria set out in §§ 2 to 6, can they be taken into account in 
compliance to renewable energy targets (ibid: 86). However, in Article 17, besides the criteria 
(§§ 2-6), there are furthermore two important paragraphs concerning the sustainability of 
biofuels. In § 7 the Commission is committed to submit a range of reports, evaluating the 
criteria regarding social sustainability, availability of foodstuff and the ratification of 
conventions regarding labor, biosafety and trade in endangered species. As an example, the 
EU Commission commits to follow up actions and report to the European Parliament and the 
Council “(…) on the impact of Community biofuel policy on the availability of foodstuff at 
affordable prices, in particular for people living in developing countries, and wider development 
issues” (ibid: 91). The first report is to be submitted in 2012 where corrective action can be 
proposed. However, the difference between §§ 2-6 and 7 is that whereas §§ 2-6 set out 
specific environmental rules and guidelines for the very supply-chain of biofuels, § 7 states 
the administrative role of the EU in relation to social sustainability, i.e. the biofuel producers 
are not directly obliged to comply with these more socio-economic sustainability criteria. In § 
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8 it is further stated that other sustainability requirements than those put forward in the 
criteria (§§ 2-6) cannot be a reason for member states to refuse to take into account biofuels 
when complying with the directive (Appendix 1:92). As a result, the EU does by no means 
enforce the sustainability criteria with the same understanding of sustainability as described 
in the Brundtland report and the MDGs. Through this examination of stakeholder 
contributions, how they are related to the criteria, and how sustainability is addressed in the 
criteria, it is apparent that as opposed to the current debate, the sustainability criteria in the 
RED reflect only homogenous opinions and concerns foremost environmental issues.    
6. Reflections 
Having examined how the current debate is far more complex than the policies account for, 
particularly in the case of the sustainability criteria, it is interesting to reflect on why these 
complexities are not present. First, the position of the EU is established by analyzing its 
policies applying the same approach in the first analysis ‘Contending views on foreign land 
investments and biofuels’. This will be done in the following section by recalling the 
parameters that resulted in the scales in chapter 4, serving to outline the respective views in a 
simplified manner. Having positioned the EU, EU’s interests and preconceived opinions are 
reflected on. 
6.1 EU’s position  
Being a political and economic union of 27 member states makes it difficult to present the EU 
as a single actor taking up one position. However, based on the questionnaire from the public 
consultation in 2007, the ‘Proposal for a directive’ and the RED of 2009 that constitute our 
empirical material in connection to EU, it is possible to make a qualified bid on what position 
it would occupy.   
Based on our analysis of the directive it is evident that the focus of the EU is primarily on the 
environment and less on the socio-economic factors. Therefore, it may seem obvious to place 
it in the position: ‘Environment as main focus’ on the ‘Environmental scale’ (cf. figure 7) as the 
human-nature relationship could be characterized as ecocentric, belonging to the ‘Eco-
Development’ paradigm (Colby, 1991). However, examining the RED closely, the ecocentric 
position can be questioned: In the questionnaire, the proposals for sustainability criteria 1 
and 2 are: “Avoiding major reduction in carbon stock through land use change” and “Avoiding 
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major biodiversity loss from land use change” (appendix 2: 4). Here, the words “avoid” and 
“major” implies that biodiversity loss and reduction in carbon stock cannot be completely 
prevented in the process of biofuel production and that small amounts of biodiversity is 
acceptable. This pulls the EU towards the ‘Environmental Protection’ paradigm, where 
‘optimum pollution levels’ are acceptable (Colby 1991: 200). In other words, EU agrees to 
compromise. As a result, the EU would be placed slightly left of the middle on the 
‘Environmental scale’, i.e. similar to the World Bank and Klaus Deininger. In accordance with 
these two actors, EU emphasizes the types of land on which biofuels are cultivated in its public 
consultation questionnaire: “What method should be used to determine how the land in 
question would have been used if it had not been used to produce raw material for biofuels?” 
(appendix 2: 7). This implies that concern for the land is directed towards ILUC and not 
towards the users of the land in question or the legal land rights.  
Although not addressed in the questionnaire, concerns about land use rights are expressed in 
the RED: “Reports shall address the respect of land use rights” (appendix 1: 91). As seen in 
section 4.3.2 the focus on land rights aligns with the location of the WORLD BANK, Deininger 
and FAO, IFAD and IIED, who stress that legal support for land use rights should be provided 
in the process of land transfer. On the ‘Societal scale’ in section 4.3.1, the EU should be placed 
in the camp ‘Optimistic view’ although more to the left of the middle than THE WORLD BANK, 
Deininger and FAO, IFAD and IIED because it lack emphasis on socio-economic impacts. By 
stating that the “Commission shall report (…) on the impact on social sustainability” (appendix 
1: 91) it does, however indirectly recognize that these socio-economic impacts may occur, 
although emphasizing the possibilities for overcoming these: “following Conventions of the 
International Labor Organization” and “(…) respect of land rights” (ibid).  
 
Regarding the ‘Macroeconomic policy scale’, the EU may be placed on the far left, with the 
RTSD, the World Bank and UNCTAD, as they can all be categorized as supporters of free trade 
and emphasizing exports. An example of this is seen in the questionnaire (appendix 2: 4), in 
which EU states that the biofuel policy should not serve as a barrier to trade. This position is 
further substantiated as it is stated that: “While the sustainability criteria themselves obviously 
pursue an aim of environmental protection, the Directive also prevents Member States from 
adopting certain measures which would obstruct trade in biofuels or raw materials” (‘European 
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Commission, 2008:8). In other words, an environmental and macroeconomic compromise is 
strived for. 
 
Regarding the position of the EU in relation to the scale concerning the role of the government 
(cf. section 4.2.1), their position is not particularly clear. In the RED, however, it is stated that: 
“The Commission shall, if appropriate, propose corrective action, in particular if evidence shows 
that biofuel production has a significant impact on food prices” (appendix 2: 92). There are two 
aspects of this statement. Firstly, it may be argued that the EU suggests a facilitating role of 
the government in that corrective action of the government is proposed, if appropriate, i.e. if 
not, the government should act according to the “hands-off” principle. Secondly, action should 
only be taken in relation to the impacts on food prices, which indicates a confidence on the 
market regulating itself, as argued by the orthodox school of economic thinking (Lauridsen, 
2009). As a result, the EU can be placed right of the middle with FAO, IFAD and IIED and the 
World Bank and Deininger.       
 
Interestingly, the location and thereby the position of the EU corresponds with that of the 
World Bank on four of the five scales introduced in chapter 4. The following quotes provide a 
good example of this correspondence: EU notes that the “EU development policy will aim to 
help suitable developing countries capture the benefits offered by biofuels, while addressing 
these concerns in an appropriate way” (European Commission, 2006:7), and the World Bank 
likewise point to that facilitated by the state: “the opportunities opened up by increased global 
interest in land and agriculture can benefit local people and reduce poverty” (Deininger et al., 
2011:xlii). 
 
Their similarities in opinions are perhaps not very surprising as they are both large 
international institutions, accommodating the interests of multiple nations and stakeholders, 
and thus, it may be argued that they position themselves rather impartially on most areas. 
Using the terminology applied to the scales, one might refer to them as generally situated in 
the “middle”. Analyzed as an actor, similar to the organizations, think tanks etc. analyzed in 
chapter 4, it may seem obvious, perhaps even wise that the EU takes this sort of position, it 
can, however, considering its legislative role, be subject to criticism. 
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With EU’s role as a legislator in mind, in which it is implementing policies to the content of the 
Community while indirectly affecting the livelihoods of people outside of its own jurisdiction, 
as is the case with the renewable energy targets, EU unquestionably has the responsibility to 
develop socially responsible procedures to accompany its legislature. Based on the analysis in 
the above, the EU has in this particular case implemented a policy without fully addressing all 
the external consequences that the legislation in question may potentially imply, i.e. when 
proposing a target that increases the use of biofuels, EU should at the same time implement 
measures to ensure it is done responsibly, not only with regards to the environment, but also 
with regards to socio-economic aspects.   
6.2 How the EU approaches “theory” 
Based on the analysis in the above regarding the presence of the positions from the current 
debate in  sustainability criteria, it is seen how only a few selected aspects from the general 
debate are incorporated into the final criteria, perhaps implying that the EU is a political actor 
influenced by interests that affect its legislation. 
 
Considering the lack of socio-economic concerns, one could draw a comparison to the 
substantive/classical approach to theory and the way in which organizations, guided by their 
political agendas, work (as reflected on in section 4.5). To elaborate, similar to the substantive 
approach to theory, where the processing of empirical material hardly can include contextual 
nuances, the EU also takes a substantive approach to the biofuel issue, in that it seems as 
lobbying, stakeholder interests and ideological presumptions guide their decision-making 
rather than objective assessments of research etc. This becomes clear, considering the 
pressure from industrial interests in the stakeholder contributions, as there is an 
overrepresentation of industries and private sectors, all of them agreeing with the EU on ‘a 
possible way forward.’ As Lund (2010:25) puts it, reflecting on development policies in 
relation to land conflicts: “The reforms introduced and the effective outcomes result from 
political choices. The outcomes, whether close to or further from the declared intentions, 
generally resonate with the interests of certain groups”.  In other words, Lund argues that it is 
naïve to believe that development policies would be any different if only politicians possessed 
advanced knowledge on the given issue.  
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This notion leads back to the very beginning of the RED, by questioning the motivation of the 
EU to develop the RED in the first place. In 2007 when the public consultation on biofuels was 
conducted the focus was mainly concerned with; which crops to use, which types and sizes of 
land would be suitable, and what the actual GHG emission savings would be, i.e. all reflecting 
concerns revolving climate mitigation aspects (cf. section 5.2.2.2). However, as seen in the 
analysis on the contending positions in chapter 4, the current debate is far more complex 
reaching beyond the environment, including socio-economic impacts as well. Disregarding 
this and accepting that the original objective of the EU mainly revolves around biofuels as a 
means to combat climate change (European Commission, 2010:2), still leads us to reflect on 
the issue of political interests in relation to suppressing empirical evidence. This reflection is 
grounded in information provided by Bente Hessellund Andersen (2011) from NOAH, who 
points out that currently a series of NGO’s have a initiated a lawsuit against the Commission 
for withholding documents from their research project that supposedly questions the 
environmental benefits of biofuels (see appendix 6). In other words, evidence pointing in the 
direction that increased biofuel production may be more environmentally damaging than 
beneficial is withheld. This strengthens the assumption that the actual objective of the RED 
may be of economic rather than environmental nature. A more straightforward critical notion 
on the role of climate change in relation to other (e.g. economic) interests would require an 
in-depth assessment of the lobbyism taking place, including the importance placed on the 
internal market in the EU. E.g. the statement in the ‘Proposal for a directive’ suggests that: 
“The Directive thus aims for a complete harmonisation of biofuel sustainability criteria in order 
to ensure that no criteria adopted individually by Member States may constitute an obstacle to 
trade between Member States. For this element of the Directive, the internal market is therefore 
considered to be the primary objective” (European Commission 2008:8). Based on this, the 
environmental argument for ‘a possible way forward’ might once again be questioned.   
 
Claiming that social aspects of the biofuel production in the documents from the EU are 
nonexistent would be incorrect, however it is fair to conclude that the presence of these social 
concerns are very limited in the implemented regulation of biofuels. The EU cannot be 
expected to predict all possible consequences especially in an area where research is scarce. 
However, what may be difficult to understand is the attitude that the EU expresses towards 
the issue of socio-economic factors. The argument put forward is that sufficient research and 
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information about the actual social implications is not available yet. As a result, EU takes a 
“corrective role” rather than a “preventive-role”, i.e. based on the reports made from the 
Commission to the Parliament and the Council every second year: “The commission shall, if 
appropriate, propose corrective action (…)” (appendix 1: 92). Two interesting points can be 
connected to this. Firstly, it appears as gambling that the livelihoods of poor people have to be 
affected in order for the EU to take action, when preventive actions could in fact be taken. 
Secondly, as seen from the previous analysis (cf. section 5.2.2.1), the lack of information 
available in 2007 may play a role. Now, in 2011, several research studies and cases of land 
acquisitions are available, highlighting and reporting on cases where socio-economic impacts 
on recipient countries are present (see e.g. FOEE, 2010). Another example is provided by the 
American food think tank, Food First, in relation to its research study on biofuel production in 
Honduras. In this case, there are reports on displacement of local farmers and violations of 
human rights, including at least 45 killings between June 2009 and August 2010. In spite of 
these incidences and protests from the local community and international actors, the 
plantation is still supported by the World Bank and is almost certain of being certified as 
sustainable in accordance with EU’s criteria (Kerssen, 2011) With this case in mind, it is 
interesting to see the upcoming evaluations and “corrective action” that EU will make on 
social sustainability (European Union, 2009:91). Ove Holm, Business Policy Manager from 
DTL, notes that companies today are more suspicious of biofuels because of the increased 
awareness of implications for third parties, which can potentially damage a company’s image 
(Holm, 2011), perhaps suggesting that future stakeholder contributions on the topic would be 
less homogenous than in 2007.    
7. Conclusion  
Concerning the first part of the research question ‘What are the main positions in the current 
debate regarding biofuel production and foreign land investments in developing countries’ the 
main positions in the current debate were identified, through a set of parameters, serving to 
position the different actors in relation to one another. The parameters were a result of our 
heuristic approach to theory, characterized by identifying key concepts and asking 
theoretically interesting questions. Through this it became apparent that several positions 
could be identified and that the actors changed their exact location on the scales, according to 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
73 
the parameter in question. This demonstrates the complex and multifaceted characteristics of 
the topic.  
The main positions are: 1) The large-scale position that emphasizes large-scale farming and 
the benefits from free trade vs. the small-scale position that emphasizes local production and 
subsistence agriculture; 2) The position that highlights the active role of the state vs. the 
position that highlights the facilitating role; 3) the optimistic position vs. the pessimistic 
position on social implications; 4) the position that has little vs. the position that has much 
focus on the environment. Due to these conceptual tools, visualized as scales in the report, 
eight positions were identified. These positions are somewhat overlapping and could in 
theory be reduced by number. This would, however, be on the expense of the nuances that 
characterizes the analysis and reveals the complexities. 
To answer the second part of the research question ‘and how are these [positions] present in the 
sustainability criteria on biofuels in the Renewable Energy Directive?‘, three main steps were 
taken. First the stakeholder contributions were categorized seeking to relate them to the main 
positions in the current debate. However, due to the time factor and the EU procedure of the public 
consultation, including the nature of the questionnaire, these two sets of empirical material were not 
as comparable as originally presumed. Then it was found that the influence of the stakeholder 
contributions on the final sustainability criteria were rather weak with regards to addressing new 
perspectives such as socio-economic issues. Finally, learning from the concept of sustainability, 
which relates to our parameters, it was clear that socio-economic considerations, although widely 
represented in the debate, and to a certain degree also in the stakeholder contributions, were 
neglected in the final criteria.     
Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the broad range of positions and the complexity so 
prevalent in the current debate is lacking in the final sustainability criteria. This may be attributed to 
the homogeneous character of the public consultation, in which only a part of the positions 
identified in the current debate are reflected.  
 
Against this background, an important point for further research could be to investigate why 
the EU does not make an effort to take into account the socio-economic implications that their 
targets for biofuels possibly generate in developing countries. As briefly touched upon and 
suggested in the reflections this may include, questioning the role of the EU as a legislator in 
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relation to the responsibility that is implied. Also the motivation of the EU to develop the 
biofuel targets in the first place may be subject to examination, including EU’s reluctance to 
properly assess the potential implications beyond the environmental.  
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